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The Rational al Moral Conduit of Mr: Prince Lo 


. examined, &c. 


ſider'd all that the examiner 


duc has to ſay to the preface 
of my Ordination Sermon, and 
upon that occaſion to the Ser- 


2 
22 


ſtry a valid one. There remain 
two more chapters of his Ex 
VF 1-2 -  ammation, which F-ſhall an- 
ſwer in this Part. The former of theſe conſiſts of 45 @- 
pages, in anſwer to about 8 of the Sermon. Were Ito 


increaſe wy anfecer according to that proportion, 4 
A 2 e ſhould: 


H A V Ein (the 8 Part gdh 


of my rational and moral con- 


mon intitled, An uſeful mini- 


44 Hs 1 
ſhould tire my readers patience. I will therefore en- 
deavour to compriſe it in as narrow a compals as I can. 
© That part of the Sermon, upon which he makes his 
remarks, begins p. 31. where I ſay: © There are others 
* who oppole us in claiming the power of ordinati- ** 
< on, pretending it belongs not to us, but to perſons 
of an higher order ”. JJ I neo 


He has nothing to ſay againſt this in his remark. 
However, that the paragraph may be of a piece with 
the other parts of his Examination, he cloſes it thus, p. 
22. And had he contented himſelf with this ſtate of the 7 
caſe, and proceeded immediately to the merits of it, he had 
done much better, than by letting himſelf looſe into ſuch un- 
fair and unſcholarlike repreſentations, as follow. 
This is a piece of our author's little craft, to give 
things before hand an evil name, that he may polleſs 
the reader with an ill opinion of them, before he ſees 
_ what they are. The repreſentations which follow in 
the Sermon will appear to have been taken from their own _ 
authors, and ſo may be thought fair enough. If they are | 
not a fair repreſentation of his particular opinion, ! 
am not to be blamed, who was not writing againſt 
bim, and know not now who he is. And if it would _ 
not be thought a preſumption in me, I would under- 
take to maintain, that my procedure is not nſcholar- 
lite. When had mention'd the opinion of our ad- 
I  verlaries, that the power of ordination belong'd not 
| to us, but to thoſe of an higher order; did not all © 
the rules of ſcholarſhip require, that I ſhould explain 
What their notion was of that higher order, to which 
they would appropriate this power; and that I ſhould #7 
exactly ſtate the point in controverſy between the con- 
_* tending parties? Is not this the way which all men 
take, who endeavour to write clearly, and without 
- _ confuſion in any controverſy? I am ſenſible a more 
confuſed way of diſputing has been lately practis'd in 
the place, where our author in all probability gain'd 
his learning; but certainly when they are cool, and 
Will act in the quality of an univerſity, and not of 
a mob, they will not ſtick to own ſuch a method, as 
I have taken, is ſcholarlike enough. This therefore! 
take to be very mean and diſingenuous, and eſpecially . 


* ment committed e t enmn 
Rem. This expreſſion of the office which our church 


But why ſhould that be thought 
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uſing that expreſſion : but whether the reflection which 
obliged me to allege them was not impertinent, is left 
to the reader. Beſides, I had this reaſon further for 
the expreſſion ; that I obſerv'd ſome have of late con- 
tended, that the uſe of any other than the preſcribed, 
prayers is not allowed by the church. And if that be 


„ 


in a man who makes ſuch a fearful outcry againſt * 9 
diſſenters, upon a pretence of their uſing ſuch a way 


of writing. 


0; | 


But I go on to my repreſentations, of which he ſo 
bitterly complains. And here of our adverſaries I 1 
fay : Their notion is: that there is one ſort of mini- 
<«'ſters, who have a power of reading prayers and 
© homilies, of preaching and adminiſtring ſacraments, 

c and have not the power of ordination and govern- 


allows and aſſigns to presbyters, of offering up the pray- 


ers of the people in their public aſſemblies, by [a power 


of reading prayers | is manifeſtly derogatory and contemp- 
tubus; and ſo an inſtance of an unbecoming behaviour to- 
_ awards a church, which for ſeveral reaſons he ought to treat 
wit reſpect and good manners, if his conſcience will not 
ſuffer him to join in her communion.” = 


* and then only the two laſt are to be read. The ſame 


may be obſerved in other places, and, in Canon Lvi. 
and the Aci of Uniformity 14 Charles 11. So the 11. _ 
Injunction of Q. Eliz. 1559. is this: © That all mini- 

o ſters, and readers of public prayers, chapters, and 

„ homilies, ſhall be charged to read leiſurely, plainly, 

* and diſtinctly, c.“ See Sparrou's Collect. p. 82. 


And ſure thtzſe authorities are ſufficient to vindicate m 


o 


derogatory and con- 
temptuous in a diſſenter, which is not ſo in a con- 
formiſt? The expreſſion of reading prayers is very 
familiar among themſelves. Nay 'tis uſed by the Ru- 
bric in the Liturgy, Thus toward the end of morning 
prayer tis ſaid : ** Then theſe five prayers following 
are to be read here, except when the Litany is read ; 


* 


And 


And with an humble ſubmiſſion to his cenſorſhip, 


| there is no unbecoming behaviour, or want of reſpect 

and good manners, in any man's ſpeaking of others, in 
the language in which they ule to ſpeak of themſelves, 
There is rather a defect in theſe things in men, who are 
fo forward in advancing ſuch idle and groundleſs 
charges. What the ſeveral reaſons are, for which he 


| fays I ought to treat the church with reſpect and good 
manners, I know not. I am ſenſible pf none peculiar ta 


mylelf, that have ever met with unſuitable returns ; 


and as for ſuch as are common to other diſſenters 
with myſelf, I can't ſuppoſe he means the treatment 
We have met with from the church. I know of no 
Wonderful obligation we are under for their great kind- 
neſs, except it be, that ſhe has nor wholly depriv'd 
us of all our natural rights and jult privileges. But 


9 


he proceeds: 
And uber eas h 


jet we do allow them a governing power therein. 


Our author harps upon this in other places, and 


therefore if I ſhew mine to be a fair repreſentation from 


the accounts of their own writers, I ſhall not need to 


take notice of what he ſays elſewhere to the ſame 


purpoſe; and my repreſentation may then paſs for 


| ſcholarlike too. Now the authors I fhall cite to de- 
fend my repreſentation are theſe: _ „„ 


Pr. Hammond, in the 1v vol. of his J/orks, p. 782, 


places this among the contents of the chapter Power Y 
m the church was oo by the apoſtles only to biſhops. f 


And this is the firſt paragraph of the caprer - © From 


© what I have already advanced it preſently appears . 
© moſt certain and evident, that all authority in the 
cc church is ſo entirely committed to theſe twelve vi- 


c cars of Chriſt on earth, who were commiſſion'd by 


c him, and ſent in the ſame manner by him, as he 


. was by the father, that it cannot rightly be attri- 


w 
WW . . 


— — 


I Poteſtas in ecclefia ſolis epiſcopis ab apoſtolis communicata. 


repreſents it as our notion, that mere 

presbyters have not the power - of goverument committed 

to them; it muſt be noted, that tho we dy deny the ſole 
or chief government of the churches to belong to them, 
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ea cuivis mortalium (demptis pauculis, quos ut 
Matthiam, vel voce de coclo, e Sancti, ut Saulem & Bar- . 


$ = 0 


cc buted to any mortal (a few only excepted, whom : 


God made partakers of the apoſtolical dignity, ei- 


cc ther by lot, as Matthias, or by a voice from heaven, 
« and the command of the Holy Ghoſt, as Saul and 
cc Barnabas) except ſuch as one of the apoſtles in their 
« travels, or provinces, did either immediately or medi- 
ce ately admit to pertake of, or ſucceed in their power 


c and authority. That theſe perſons thus admitted, 
« and thus ſuccceding them, were biſhops, or ſingle 


cc governours of the churches, the eccleſiaſtical wri- 


1 ters already cited have abundantly teſtified, and _ 
Vill yet much more, when we ſhall have further oc- 
cc caſion for them.” * The Dr. need not have made 


Matthias an exception; for he could not make up the 
number twelve for the vicars without him. But I de- 


fire the reader to obſerve, how exprelly he appropriates 
all power and #uthority in the church to the epiſcopal _ 
order: as likewiſe how expreſs he is, that biſhops are 
ſingle rulers of the churches. This latter is to be re- 
>} membred againſt an occaſion we ſhall have for it by 

Another more modern author whom I ſhall mention 
is Dr. Scot, who has ſpent a good part of the third 


volume of his Chriſtan life upon this controverſy. And 


if I have miſtaken the epiſcopal notion of the offices 
of biſhops and presbyters, Jam ſo happy as to have his 

Company in my miltake. He propoſes, p. 427. © To 

«© ſhew what are the proper miniſtries of the govern- 

© ment in the kingdom of Chriſt. And theſe, he 
« ſays, are of two ſorts: firſt, ſuch as are common 

< to the biſhops, or governours of the church, with 


N CC 


= | * Ex iſtis ſic poſitis illud ſtatim certifſimum, & lucidifſimum exurgit, his | 1 
Auodecim in terris Chriſti vicarüs, ejus mandato aut diplomate munitis, 
c ̃ademque ratione a Chriſto miſſis, qua ille a patre mittebatur, adeo omnem 


in ecclefia authoritatem in ſolidum, & in * commiſſam efle, ut non 
eus ipſe per ſamilegium 


nabam, apoſtolice dignitatis participes fecerit) rette tribui poſſit 3 nifi 23 


apoſtolorum aliquis in profettionibus, aut provinciis i pſorum, aut immediate, 


aut mediate, in poteſtatis & authoritatis ſug participationem, aut ſuceeſſi- 


onem admiſerit. Has vero ſic admi ſſos, ſic ipſis ſuccedentes, epiſcopos, aut 


fingulares eceleſiarum prafettos fuiſſe, antiquiſſimi eccleſiæ ſeriptores a nobis 
8 ſatis liberaliter teſtati ſunt, mox, cum occaſio tulerit, cumulatius 


1 
* the inferior officers ; and ſecondly, ſuch as are pe- 
* culiar to the biſhops or governours.” Where tis 
evident he only reckons the biſhops the governours 

of the church. Next he reckons up what thoſe mi- 
niſtries are, which are common to the biſhops with 
the inferior officers, much as I do the powers of the 

presbyters © 1.'To teach the goſpel. 2. To adminiſter 

the evangelical ſacraments. 3. To offer up the public 

Ws © prayers and interceſſions of chriſtian aſſemblies.” 

"i Wherein he allows them no more then I have done. 


vernment; but reſerves that as peculiar to the biſhops, 
or governours of the church, whoſe miniſtries he re- 


peace and good order of the church. 2. To ordain 
4 to eccleſiaſtical offices. 3. To execute that ſpiritual 


church. 4. To confirm ſuch as have been inſtruct- 


* 


ſhops; and that presbyters act only as the biſhop's cu- 
rates, by authority from him. 7 


might ſeem to allow presbyters to be the paſtors of the 


e paſtors, and curates, &c.” and continued fo in 


- biſhops curates. 
I he ſame thing may be obſerv 


But he will give inſtances of the power of govern- 
ment which they lodge in presbyters. Me allow them, 


3 Jays 


He ſays not a word of their having any power of go- 


- duces to four heads, p. 433. 1. To make laws for the : 
© © juriſdiction, which Chriſt bath effabliſh'd in bis 


IAͤ muſt profeſs, that if herein I miſrepreſented the 
= epiſcopal ſcheme, I did it ignorantly; for I did then, as 
WW I doſtill, take it to be the prevailing notion, that the 
= government of the church is intirely lodg'd in the bi- 


And *tis pretty remarkable, that the church has 
made alterations in the Service book, in ſuch places as 


church. I hus the prayer for the church at the com- 
munion, in the firſt Common prayer book, 1542, ran 
thus: © Give grace, O heavenly father, to all biſſiops, 


K. Charles the firſt's time. The word paſtors is now 
leſt out, and ſo the presbyters are only reckon'd the 


1 din the Zitaxy, wherein 
during the ſame time they prayed : ©© That it may pleaſe 
se theetoilluminate all biſhops, paſtors, and miniſters of 
e the church, &c. It runs now :” all biſhops; prieſts, 
and deacons. Another inſtance I ſhall give preſently. 


3 
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= ſays he, power to admit perſons into the church by bags 
tim: If this proves they have the power of government, 
it proves that midvives had formerly the power of 
government lodg'd in them alſo, For they were anti- 
ently allow'd to admit perſons into the church by bap- 
tiſm, as may be ſeen by the oath which Abp. Parker 
adminiſtred to one of them. See Sie's Annals p. 


n VVV 
g Nay and this is moſt expreſs in that firſt Liturgy I 
mention'd but now, wherein laybaptiſm is declared 
valid and ought not to be repeated. The hegining 
of the rubric before private baptiſm is ſo expreſs a de- 
claration of the church's judgment about the contro- 

verſy, which has been lately manag'd with ſo much 
beat, that I think it is worth tranſcribing. - © The 
= © paſtours and curates ſhall ofte admonyſhe the people, 

6 that they differ not the baptiſme of infantes any 

longer then the ſonday, or other holy day nexte 
© © after the child bee borne, onleſse upon a great and 
= © reaſonable cauſe declared to the curate and by him 

C»„‚ or 

And allo they ſhall warne them, that without greate 
c cauſe, and neceſſitie, they baptiſe not children at 
© home in their houſes. And when great nede ſhall 

© compell them ſo to doe, that then hey miniſter it on 
© thys faſhion. Firlt let hem that bee preſent cal upon 

God for his grace, and ſaye the lordes prayer, yf 
« the tyme will ſuffre. And.then one of them ſhall 

© name the child, and dippe hym in the water, or 

< poure water upon him, ſaying the'e wordes: N. I 
* baptiſe thee &, And lette them not doubt, but 

© that the childe ſg baptiſed, is lawfully and ſufficiently 

& baptiſed, and oughit not to be baptiſed, agayne in the 
OE ogra te Op | 
And alittle after the miniſter is order'd to ſay: 1 
certifie you that in this caſe ye have doen well, and 

= © accordyng unto due ordre, concernynge the baptiling 
JjJj3j3j73——ù &2 Coo „„ 
And again: © Doubt you not therefore, but ear- 

= * neltlye heleve, that he hath lykewyſe favourably receyv- 

= © edthispreſent infante, that he hath embraced him wu 


the armes of his mercie, that he hath given unto _ 


A 


Jac] 


© him the bleſſinge of eternal lyfe, and made hym par- 
© taker of his everlailing kyngdome. - Wherefore we 


* © beyng thus perſwaded of the good will of our hea- 


= 


7 
ce 


K. Charles the firſt's 
f every pariſb. 


to teach, admoniſh, and rebuke in an autheritative way : 
And if this proves any thing, it will prove that dea- 
cons have the power of government; 
them this, as well as the former power. 
Another inſtance he mentions is, Power to diſpenſe 
_ the benefit of prieſtly abſolution, both in public and pri- 
vate ] grant, the rulers of the church have a power 
to ablolve thoſe whom they have laid under an eccleſis MZ 
aſtical cenſure, and to ſeal forgiveneſs by the ſacraments ME 
to worthy receivers. But as to any other prieſtly abſo- 


runs in the form of a prayer, and in the 
follows it, is call'd by that name. 5 
Hie goes on telling us, they are allow'd power to re- 
ceive to, or ſuſpend from, the Tae of the lords ſup- | 
per: The power of receiving to the ſacrament, is inclu- 8 
ed in my expreſſion of adminiſtring the ſacraments ; for L 


venly father towards this infant, let us faithfully 


* and devoutly geve thankes unto hym, c.“ 
And again : © 

cc 

ce the prieltes queltions, and ſaye that they cannot tell 


« ſeth) then lette the prieſt baptize hym, c. 


Further, our author ſays, they allow them porcer 


lution, I ſhall own my ſelf very much of the ſame mind 


With the Bp. of Bangor. And if I was guilty of an 
_ omiſſion in not mentioning this, as the notion of the 
epiſcoparians, I may be excus'd, ſince Dr. Scot has 
omitted it alſo. Indeed it might well enough be under- 
ſtood, as included in the expreſſion of reading prayers; 
and the rather, ſince the abſolution in the common ſervice 
rubric which 


, 


it 


an 


But yf they which bryng the infantes 
to the churche, doe make an uncertaine anſwere to 


what they thought, dyd, or ſayed, in that great 
feare and trouble of mynde (as often tymes it chaun- 


Ihe reader by comparing the firſt words of this quo- 
tation with the preſent Lit; gy, will eaſily perceive ſuch 
another alteration as I mention'd before ; for inſtead of 
the paſtors and cu ates, as "tis here, and continued in 
time, *tis now only the curate 


£20 
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9 if they adminiſter the lord's ſupper, they muſt in our 


author's ſenſe neceſſarily receive to the lord's ſupper. 
But even this power they have not in all caſes; for 


BE there are ſeveral caſes of excommunication, wherein the, 


Bp. or Abp. mult firſt give his abſoluticn. And as to 
ſuſpending from the ſacrament, they have it not in all 
cales; as particularly when the law obliges men to take 
the ſacrament as a teſt. Nor can I find they have 


= power in any caſe to ſuſpend above a fortnight. or 


then they muſt put the ſuſpended perſon into the ſpi- 

ritual court, and leave him to their management. But if 
this power of ſuſpending proves that the power of go- 

vernment belongs to them; it will much more prove 


it belongs to laychancellors. 


Aud laſtly, ſays he, power to concur with, and that ſo 
as, in our conſtitution, to have a negative upon the bi- 
ſhops in making cancns and laws eccleſiaſtical. I muſt 

own, I don't believe any miniſters have a proper le- 

giſlative, or more than an executive power. But the 


reaſons why I did not take notice of this, in the ac 


count I give of the office of a presbyter, were : 
I. This do's not belong to him immediately as a preſ- 
byter, but as a dean, or archdeacon, or a repreſen- 

RR MEE. e 
2, This power of making canons and laws eccleſi- 
aſtical is by Dr. Scot, and many other epiſcopal _ 
writers, appropriated to the hiſhop ; and many think 
the power of the lower houſe of convocation is not 
very conliſtent with the notion of epiſcopacy, Which 
- ' has been e very much-cryd ps.. 
3. If this ſhews presbyters to have the power of ſpi- 
ritual government in them, it will much more prove 
the king to have it. For he has a negative upon both 
houſes, and gives virtue and force to all their canons 
aidecchlattiathws ono nn nf, 
Nie concludes his remark with the following words: 
Indeed all ſpiritual governing piuers, which biſhops have 
| (excepting ordination, confirmation, and. excommunication) 

are by us allow'd to prevbyters ; only with ſubjection, as to 
= the laws of Chriſt, ſo alſo to the lawful commands of their 
_ reſpeftive biſhops in the exerciſe of them. What need 
chen our author to make ſuch a wrangling as he has 


+ is wo 
8:7 itt 2 


Rs: 


done at my account? For if presbyters are to be ſub- 


ject to the biſhop in the exerciſe of their power, the 
biſhop {till is a monarch in his church, and the presby- 


ters are but his deputies and under officers : and every 
monarch is ſuppoſed to have officers under him, who 


rule and govern in his name and by his authority. And 
could any man think, that I delign'd to deny that preſ- 
byters were, according to the epiſcopal notion, ſuch 


ſubordinate officers to their biſhop ? If I take our ad- 


verſaries notion right, the biſhops are the only perſons 
intruſted by Chriſt with the governing power, and the 


presbyters have no more power than the biſhops ſee 
good to commit to them. They are ſuppoſed qualified 


to be imploy'd by the biſhops, but have not the power 


of acting otherwiſe than as imploy'd by them: juſt as 
dur ſerjeants are qualified to arreſt men, and yet cannot 
do it but when particularly authoriz'd by a ſuperior 
power. See Dr. Hammond. Power of the keys; chap. 
III. ect. 12, 13. So that I think this really comes up 
to my account, that presbyters have not the power of 
government committed to them. And he might, with- 7 
out any reflection upon either his rational or moral 
conduct, have let my repreſentation, taken from epiſ- 


copal authors, paſs without his cenſure. erte 
Before [ leave our author, I deſire the reader to take 
notice of the ſtrange inconſiſteney of his notions 7 
with the practice of his own church. He in the ſen- 7 
tence laſt cited reſerves excommunication, as well as or- 


dination and confirmation to the biſhop ; and yet the 


| biſhop has many times nothing to do in it. I will here 


preſent the reader with the words of a biſhop upon this 


Head, I mean Bp. Crofts, who in his Naked truth, p. 58, 7 | 
| $9. treats thus of this power: If there be any thing 


« in the office of a biſhop to be ſtood upon and-chal- 


„ lenged peculiar to themſelves, certainly it ſhould be 
© this; yet this is in a manner quite relinquiſhed unto _ 
© their chancellors, laymen, who have no more ca- 
N pacity to ſentence or abſolve 4 ſinner, then to diſ- ö IE 

“ ſolve the heavens and earth, and make a new heaven 


and anew earth: and this pretended power of chan- 


_ © cellors is ſometimes purchaſed with a ſum of mony. 


 & Their num periſh with them. Good God! what a 


>> Horrid 
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cc 


but is indeed the chancellors ſervant, choſen, call'd, 


hearing 5 
into the court to rectify it, the chancellor, Dr. Duck, 

« fair and mannerly bad him be gone, for he had no 

« power the/e to act any thing; and therewithall pulls 

* out his patent, ſealed by this bilhop's predeceſſor, 
which, like Pe, eus ſhield with Go head, fright- 


L 
horrid abuſe is this of divine authori y? But this 
notorious tranſgreſſion is excuſed, as they think, by 
this, that a miniſter is called the biſhop's ſurrogat, 


and placed there by him, to be his cryer in the court, 


no better, that when he hath examined, heard, and 


ſentenced the cauſe, then the miniſter (forſooth) 
pronounces the ſentence, ———And by this his au- 


thority the chancellor takes upon him to ſentence 
not only laymen, but clergymen alſo, brought into 


his court for any delinquency; and in the court of 


cc arches, there they ſentence even bithops themſelves. 


—— I remember when, the biſhop of Wells 
of a cauſe corruptly managed, and coming 


© ed the poor bit hop out of the court“ 
In my Sermon I go on with our adverſaries notion of 


the power of ordination and government : © They 


cc 


8 
« in it a vaſt number of congregations, not in the 
cc | 
6c 


ſay, this belongs to one ſingle perſon in every church, 


that is in every dioceſe, which often comprehends _ 


„„ 


lame city or town, but vaſtly diſtant from one ano- 
Rem. e ſay indeed, that in every compleat and 105 | 


© grular church, there is a perſon or perſons above the degree. 
of presbyters, to whom the power of ordination and chief 


(we do not fay, ſole) government doth belong. We ſay like- 
wiſe, that it hath been the general practice down from the 


apoſtles time, to have this Jour in a fingle perſon or bi- 


[hop in eachparticulur churc 


or dioceſe : which form theres. 


fore ought not to be alter'd without urgent neceſſity : tho 


Ido not conceive it abſolutely unlawful for a fingle church 


t0 be govern'd by a council of biſhops. 


9 


The great controverſy hitherto between the epiſco- 


| Pparians and the presbyterians has been, whether the 
form of church government ſhould be monarchical or 
ariſtocratical. And I have ſhew'd that this was Dr. 
Hammond's notion, that it ought to be monarchical, 


that 


1 [14] — 
that is, that tis lodg'd in one ſingle perſon in every 
church. The fame is the notion of my other anſwerer, 
whom this author commends: and indeed I know of © 

no writers of that fide, who go upon any other ſcheme. 

_ ?Tis not hard to perceive, what the reaſon is, why 

this gentleman is pleaſed to ſhift the ſcene of the con- 

troverſy. I have demonſtrated that the form of church 
government firſt inſtituted by Chriſt was ariſtocratical, 
and conſequently overthrown the monarchical ſcheme. = 

And upon this account, he waves the neceſſity of a 

church's being govern'd by a ſingle perſon, and inſiſts 

upon this only, that the governours muſt be ſuperior to 
presbyters; and by this fetch he would make the pre- 
ent epiſcopal form the ſame with that inſtituted by 

Chriſt. And juſt in the ſame manner a man might ar- 

. gue: Julius Caſar did not alter the form of govern- 
ment among the Romans; becauſe they were before go- 
vern' d by a council of perſons, who had the ſame pow- - 

er he aſſum'd: or, that our neighbouring provinces did 

not alter the form of government, when they ſhook of 

the Spaniſh yoke; for inſtead of one king they ſet up a 

council of Kings. We ſhall meet with this again in 
our author, p. 33, 34. where we ſhall ſee what forced 
bim into this new way of defending epiſcopacy, and 
there | ſhall ſpeak more fully to it. He goes on, p. 24. 
bat number of congregations, or what local extent 
may belong to one church, ſuch as we now ſpeak of, is not, 
ue ſay, defined by any law of God. And whether nny of WK 
our dioceſes are top 1107 is nothing to the purpoſe. If they | 
are, tis fit they ſhould be reduced: but that makes nothing 
or the right of mere PRI to ordain, or to have the 
Chief government of the „ 


JJ ͤ 
I have always acknowledg'd, that more congregati- _ 
ons than one might make but one church. But then 

thoſe congregations ought to be near together. There 
1s no place in the New Teſtament, wherein the chriſt- 

ians of a whole country are reckon'd one church, as 
thoſe of the ſame city always are. And the nature of the 
thing here ſerves to determine the extent of a church. 

For if a church is to be under the government of a 
council of presbyters, with one chief presbyter at the 
head of them; then no church ought to be of any larg- 
8 5 FFV 
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er extent, than will admit all the presbyters ordinarily: 
to meet together for the government of it. This may 
be eaſily done, where there are nine or ten congregati- 
ons in the ſame city; but can't be, where a church is 
 reckon'd to conſiſt of four or Hve hunderd remote con- 
gregations in a country. And tho he may think this 
makes nothing to prove the right of presbyters to or- 
EZ gain; yet certainly others will judge it makes very much 
to overthrow the ſole right of ordination, which is 
= claim'd for the biſhops among us; and I think this is 
= ſomewhat to the purpoſe. And this is notorious in 


725 
of C 


(57 


the inſtance I next give in my Sermon, 


- 


« colonies in both the Jadies. 


Rem. This is a ſingle inſtance, the like to which, or 
= any one comparable to it, is not to be found in our nati- 


onal church. _ 


to the judgment of the antients, in whom the epiſco- 

parians uſe to triumph. Particularly how impoſſible is 

it for any of our biſhops to inquire after all members of 
their church, even men and maid-ſervants by name, as 


ſection 4. 


church government. Au epiſcopal mai may 


= © Thus for inſtance we have one prelate in England, 
= © whoſe dioceſe (that is, whole church, wherein he 
= © js ſuppoſed to have the ſole power of ordination and 
« government) not only contains in it ſeveral hundred 

ce pariſhes in England, but likewiſe extends to all our 


And can there be any hurt in my mentioning a mat- 
ter of fact? Is it not common for men in a diſpute, 
© to urge their adverſaries with the ablurd conſequences 
of their opinion? And have not I good reaſon to do 
= it, when they themſelves put that abſurd conſequence 

in practice? Beſides, tho this is the moſt notorious in- 

- Nance, yet tis not the only one. There is not I think 
one Bp. in the kingdom, whoſe diocele is not too large 
for him to be able to diſcharge his office in, according 


22 requires Polycarp to do ? See his letter to him, 


it le un enormity, it makes nothing, however, 
{nie ordination, or 7 the epiſcopal form 


as well as a presbyterian. Aud the truth is, J believe 


| ame ang us approve of i, but as of alf exit; ah, 


8 


4 8 
E * 


I E 3. . 
perhaps, not many, as ſuch : whatever the obſtruction ©? 
are to an alteraticn in this particular, a. 
And why is he diſpleaſed with me for expoſing, 
what he is aſhamed to defend? Has not my reproach- 
ing our adverfaries with ſuch an enormity a good ten- 
dency to procure an alteration ? I paſs over his reflec- 
tion here upon my repreſentation of the epiſcopal o- 
pinion, which have juſtified before to be according 
to truth. And ſince *tis ſo, I hope no one will be much 
moved at his ſuggeſting my want of regard to the efta- 
_ bliſhments of authority. If thoſe eſtabliihments are, as 
our author ſpeaks of them, enormous, they ought to 
be ſpoken againſt plainly ; or otherwiſe, what reforma- 
tion of them can be expected? Popery was once as 
much the eſtabliſhment of authority, as any of the 
things we oppoſe; and unleſs men had ſpoken freely 
againſt it, it had probably continued ſo ſtill © 
One would think, the bare relation of ſuch an o- 
e pinion were a ſufficient expoſing it, and that it 
© thould not need any ſolemn confutation. A man 
< mult have a more than ordinary meaſure of credulity, 7 
e who can believe this to be according to the inſtituti- 
© on of Chriſt, and the platform which obtain'd in 
VV ) eh ied 
His remark upon this contains nothing that has hot 
been anſwer'd already, except a declaration of his 
aſſurance of the truth of his ſcheme. I therefore pals 
it, and proceed with the Sermon. If I did not plain- 
Ay perceive the motives, I ſhould be aſtoniſh'd to be- 
c hold ſuch a conſtitution made the ſubject of ſo much 
„„ % EEG 
Rem. p. 25. The conſtitution he here means muſt un- 
doubtedihj be that of the church of England; tho that be 
not really ſuch as he has been T whip VIZ, wherein 
a dicceſe often comprehends a vaſt number of cougregations 
very diſtant from one another, with the ſole power of go- 
ernment, as well as ordination in a fingle 1 1 
As to the ſole power of government, I have juſtifi- 
cd that part of the repreſentation already. And the 
reſt of it is, I think, unqueſtionable. Four, or five, or 
fix hundred congregations are to me a vaſt number, to 
be under the ſole government of one biſhop. Theſe 
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Cannot well be otherwiſe in England. And that theſe 
= two things are ten to be found in the Eugliſb dioceſes, 

is, think, unqueſtionable. „ „„ 
And as for the motives, which he pretends plainly to 
7 perceive, "tis manifeſt in the general, that he means, in- 
dlirect ones. And preſently after he ſays, p. 26. I. con- 
cerns Mr. P. to conſider, whether this be conſiſtent with 
modeſty, charity, or veracity. V 
SBlaince lo great a regard has been ſhew'd to the deſires 
of the clergy by our legiſlature, and they might eaſily 
>” have obtain'd an alteration, if they had ſought it, 1 
=> cannot believe ſo evident an enormity as this could 


motives been content with it. And I hope, a man 


ty, charity, or veracity, judge men are under the ſame _ 
influence in this caſe, which they apparently are in ſe- 
%% T 
ln the mean time I know of none that extol our eccleſi- 
-aſtical conſtitution, as perfect, or needing no amendment 
in any circumſtance, or in that particular of the extent 
and ſituation of its dicceſes ; tho indeed it hat been, and 
is, extolld by many &s the beſt now on earth : which it 
may very well be in the main, and yet need amendment in 
ſome extraeſſential particulars : as I do not ſuppoſe, there 
will be achurch on earth needing none, before Chriſt's 
= The queſtion is not, whether the conſtitution is im- 
perfect, which yet one would think Dr. Sacheverel, 
and his party, cannot allow, ſince they are againlt re- 
= ceeding one title from it, p. 42. of his Trial: but whe-_ 


= ly ſubverts the end of church government. And if 
. this conſtitution be the beſt on earth, I muſt needs 
= fay, *tis great-pity it ſhould be ſo unhappy in its fruits; 
= and'tis a ſign my reflections upon the clergy have not 

been groundleſs. For certainly they mul be ſome of 
the worſt of miniſters, who, having the advantage of 
the beſt conſtitution, make the leaſt uſe of it, and 
have abandon'd all good diſcipline. But I dont won- 
der our author ſhould cenſure my modeſty, when he 
En a ORs. 


have been continued, had not the clergy upon indirect 


may without hazarding the reputati6n of his modes- _ 


ther this is not ſuch a notorious imperfection, as great- _ 


can pronounce that conſtitution, which has ſuch ſpiri- | 
tual courts, the beſt now on earth. . 
Tis ſtrange men can vindicate this, and yet at the 
fame time condemn the pope (as proteſtants witg 
“ good reaſon uſe to do) for undertaking an impoſſible 
ce thing, in aſſuming to himſelf to be the paſtor of all 
ee ow Mþ 
Rem. There is nothing ſo remarkable in this, as that | © 
| baſe practice which diſſenting writers have ſo often uſed, | © 
aud fo often been told of, and, it ſeems, continue incor- 
 rigiblein; that, I mean, of endeavouring to raiſe pre- 
_ Judices in the people againſt our church, or her apologiſts, by 
inſinuatious of pepery, or a popiſh tendency, without an 
JJ pe One 
And' there is nothing ſo remarkable in this paſſage 
of my examiner, as the haughty air of dictating in a 
contoverſy, inſtead of arguing. Muſt the diflenters 
be incorragible, unleſs they write juſt as you are pleaſed | + 
to tell them? I wiſh we had no caule for infiuuation | 
> pope tendency. "The diſlenters are not the only 
men who think they have ground for ſuch inſinuations 
* concerning many of the clergy. The modern doctrin- 
es of the power of the prieſthood, and the late re- 
| bellion raiſed in favour of the pretender, are thought 
by others, beſides diſſenters, to have a popiſh tendency. 
But the truth is, our author has here ſhew'd his 
aſſuming humour, by writing in this haughty man- 
ner, without any provocation. I ſay nothing of the _ 
clergy's having any inclination to abet the pope in_ 
his pretenſions; nay J plainly ſuppoſe they, with all 
proteſtants, condemn them. All that I pretend is, that 
While they condemn him for what he does, they are 
not very conſiſtent with themſelves, in countenancing 
ſuch an extenſive paſtorſhip; as that with which the 
- biſhop of Loudon is intruſted. My cenfor will, I hope, 
here reflect a little at his leiſure. _ OO on 
For tis very manifeſt that the impoſſibility of any mor- 
tal well diſcharging that univerſa paſtorſbip: which the 
pope aſſumes,” makes nothing at all for presbyterian ordi- 
nation, or againſt dioceſan epiſcopacy, or even againſt the 
common extent of our Engliſh dioceſes ; which laſt point, 
however, doth not at all concern the buſineſs in hand - 5; 
8 1 e e 
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ff | 
and much l eſs doth that of the dioceſe of London inparticu- 
Can any thing be more unaccountable in a perſon _ 


who attects ſo much nicety in his rational conduct? 
is agreed by all ſides that the power of ordination and 
government go together: for I do not regard the ex- 
ceptions our author makes. Now there are three parties 
among us, who are contending about the right to this 
power: one party pretends it belongs to the people; 
another to the presbytery; and a third to a dioceſan bi- 


ſhop. The ſcheme of the firſt ſort was diſpatch'd in 


rhe former part of the Sermon; and the only ſcheme 
that remain'd to be refuted, as ſtanding in competition 
with my own, 1s that which claims this power as the 
right of a dioceſan biſhop. And is not then any thing 
that ſerves to prove the abſurdity of this ſcheme very 
much to my purpoſe ? A disjunctive ſyllogiſm has been 
allowed for a good way of arguing; and ſuch is my 
argument, which when put into form will be thus. 


The power of ordination and government mult be- 


long either to the people, or to a dioceſan biſhop, or 
J Te Os 


But it belongs neither to the people, nor to a dioceſan 
ORE le ep once 


Therefore it belongs to a presbyter . 


And if nothing is to be, as tis evident nothing can be here 
_ objected againſt the enumeration of the particulars; and 
I ſhew at the {ame time, that the power of ordination 
and government cannot be the right of two of the 
three; all the world will allow my argument to be con- 
Cluſive. And certainly then, whatever I alleg'd to ſnew, 


that ſuch dioceſan biſhops as our adverſaries contend for, 
have not either of thoſe powers which are allow'd to 
go together, was very much to my purpole ; unlets 


my examiner ſets up for a new ſcheme of logic, as well 
as church government. Beſides, if the nature of things 


ſhews the impoſſibility of the pope's managing ſuch an 


univerſal paſtorſhip, as he aſſumes; it will as truly 
ſhew the impoſſibility of ſome of our dioceſan biſhops - 
managing ſo extenſive a paſtorſhip, as they pretend to: 


and if the pope's appointing delegates to do what he 
can't do himſelf, 15 no ſalvo for him, in his pretending 


L 20 1 


to his univerſal paſtorſhip; the biſhop of London's ta- 


king the ſame courſe, can be no ſalvo for him, in pre- 
tending to what is as truly impoſſible for him to do. 


But by what follows Mr P. ſeems ſenſible he had been 
digreſſing ; I wiſh he would fancerely own for what end; | 
lam ſure he had buſineſs enough upon his hands. 
If what I have ſaid muſt be counted a digreſſion, I 
am ſure tis a very uſeful one, and very much concerns 
our adverſaries. And when he wiſhes, I would in- 
cexely own for what end 1 digrefled, *tis evident he - 
means that I did it for a by end, which is as bad as in- 
direct motives: and therefore in my turn I let him 
know, it concerns him to conſider, whether this is con- 


| ſiſtent with either modeſty, charity, or veracity _ 
hut as to my end, Th 


ave already declared it, and I 


fear not the cenſure of any indifferent judges in the 
Whole world, as to either my rational, or moral con- 
duct in it. And he may pleaſe to take notice, that! 
deſpiſe his jeer of my having buſineſs enough upon my 
| hands, which would have been reckon'd, by the way, 
an inſufferable irregularity in the moral conduct of a 
_ difſenter. I had not more bulineſs upon my hands 
than I was able to diſpatch, as he ſhall ſee, againſt all 


the weak attempts which he and his friends can make. 


Our queſtion now is, whether Chriſt has himſelf, | 
s or by his apoſtles inſtituted one office, which has 


5 cc 


_ © the power of preaching and adminiſtring ſacraments, 


cc 


_ 


ſame perſons.” 


© Or whether in every dioceſe there is only one per- 
cc | | 


that power.” 


Againſt this he has nothing to ſay, but what has been 


anſwer'd already, and therefore is not worth taking 


„ This we abſolutely deny, while our adverſaries : i 
With great earneſtneſs would obtrude the belief of it 


Rem. To what goed purpoſe ene the hard term of : 


 obtruding here? Only to expreſs the thing, which is 


e 


without the power of ordaining and governing; 


TI 


and another, wherein both powers are veſted in the 


“ ſon, who has the power of ordination and govern- 
ment, and that all other miniſters therein have not 
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in a rational way 2 ' 


ia 


certainly much more hard than the term. Oy how c an 


perſons, that would be thought to be of modeſt and peace- 
able tempers, allow themſelves in ſuch provoking language? 
I have much more realon to ask; how perſons, who 
would be thought of modeſt and peaceable tempers, 
can allow themſelves in the thing? Or what occa- 
fion hath he to Jay, that we would obtrude upon _ 
difſenters the belief, either ; ho dottrine of epiſcopacy in 
general, or that particularly of the regularity of epiſcopal 
_ ordination only © Do we require them under any penalties 
to acknowledge it? Ay, certainly; when they reſuſe to 
let any man become capable of public ſervice in the 
church, unleſs he will ſubſcribe their doctrine : when 
they will not own any for miniſters, but ſuch as are 
epiſcopally ordain'd : when they will incapacitate per- 
ſons, and deprive them of their natural and civil rights, 
if they attend upon any other miniſtry. Or have any of 
our learned men IC pains to convince them _ 
t This author knows there was a 

time when the ſtrongeſt arguments were fines and im- 
priſonment, and that irrational way of convincing us 
may, 1 hope, without oftence be term'd an obtruding. 
And to this very. day they diſtruſt the force of their 
rational way, and call in the aſſiſtance of thoſe argu- 
ments which they ſuppoſe are more convincing. 1 
would not be thought hereby to deny, they have ſome- 
times attempted to convince us by the ſtrength of reaſon _ 
and argument. And it would have been a ſhame for 
them, if they had not appear'd to defend in that way _ 
_ what they reaped ſo much advantage by. But I hopeI may_ 

| a a offence, I know of no arguments on their ſide, 

W 


ich have not been ſolidly confuted by ſome of us: 


whether on the other hand my arguments, in particular, 

have been ever anſwer'd, may be judg'd by the iſſue of 
the debate between him and me. Upon which l am wi 

ling to venture my reputation, whether he will his or not. 


For my part, I have ſcarce ſeen any coutrove;ſy ſo 


oſten handled with ſo much learning, judgment, and 
diligence, and withal with ſo much temper and cant- 
dour, as this hath been on our fide. While our ſeparatiſts, 
> pver and above the failures neceſſarily incident to the de- 
= fence of a bad cauſe, have raiely theuw'd an care to ab- 
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Ferve the rules of ingenuity, civility, or charity in their op- 

- poſite writings, managing, generally, more like party-2ea- 
lotes, than chriſtian diſputants. This is one thing which 

I call obtruding, when men with an aſſuming, confident 
air will face us down, that their'arguments are unan- 
ſwerable, tho they have been anſwer'd over and over; 


and that all ingenuity, candour, and charity are intire- 


iy on their fide. Ihe reader, tis to be hoped, will look 


upon this author as too much a party in the quarrel to 


be a judge. I ſee no reaſon why his judgment ſhould be 


rather taken than mine, which is the reverſe of it. or 


tho dont attect to be an examiner of mens rational! 

conduct, yet I have been a diligent inquirer after truth, Þ 
and] am ſatisfied as unbyaſs'd in my ſearches, as he can 

pretend to have been. But in truth this dictating way 

in controverſial writings is very unſcholarlike and di- 

ingenuous. I deſire only that men will judge on which! 

| fide the truth lies, by the ſtrength of the reaſonings, 


| 5 which are uſed by him and myſelf. J“ 
I here are three of their writers who have lately ap- 
| | pear'd in print upon this controverſy againſt myſelf, | 


and if a judgment ſhould be form'd by them, I dont ſee 


vat great cauſe our author has to boaſt of their way of 
Writing. He is one of them himſelf, and whether his fair? 
neſs, candour, and ingenuity are anſwerable to his craft! 

and ſubtilty, I leave it to others to judge, upon peru- 1 
ſing what is ſaid on both ſides. But the author of he 

Invalidity, however he has paſt ſome complements up- 


on myſelf, has writen with the utmoſt virulence and 
bitterneſs, and but little ſtrength of argument, as any 


one will ſee, who will be at the pains to peruſe his pre- 

Jace, and his Diſcourſe againſt Mr. Owen. The other 

_ writer is Dr. Matthew Hole, the rector of Exeter Col- 

75 in Oxford, who appears as the advocate and 
c 


mpion of the univerſity, and has put forth his 


| vices in two parts; in the ſecond of which, he has N 


eſtow'd five letters upon the three Sermons IT have pub- 


lliſh'd. This is a fine piece indeed, eſpecially conſidering 


the ſtation and degree of the writer. He has outdone . 
moſt of the diſputants, which have lately appear d on 


any ſide, in calling names, and uſing the moſt abuſive 


language. 


. language. But as to argument, he attempts not to ufe 
any himſelf, which is no great wonder, fince he 


ſeems not well to underſtand the arguments of other 


people. He has attorded me much diverſion, but his 


ſatyr has nothing ſharp and piquant enough to make 
any one feel it; unleſs the univerſity, whole defence 
he undertakes, ſhould, as they well may, eſteem the 
inſipidneſs and rudeneſs of it, the ſevereſt ſatyr that 


could be well made upon them. I dare ſay he is the 


only man in the world, who will be diſappointed in 
his not hearing further from m. „ 
If theſe men write with temper, ingenuity, civility, 
or candour, I am ſure all equal judges muſt juſtify the 
writings of the difſenters. And tho our. author may 
be thought to have been peculiarly upon his guard, 
| when his deſign is to reproach me with the ſeverity of 
my expreſſions; yet his temper prevails over him, and 
he can have little reaſon to upbraid me with provoking 
language, who takes upon him very magiſterially to 
accuſe the diſſenters, as rarely ſhewing any care to obſerve | 
the rules of ingenuity, civility, or charity; and, as na- 
naging generally more like party-zealots, than chriſtain 


| diſputauts, © 


Hou little there js of ſcripture to eſtabliſh ſuch an 
- © opinion, is evident by the arguments they are pleaſ- 


& ed to ule in the controverly.”. 


Rem. p. 28. I am aware of the mockery of the phraſe, 


3 of being pleaſed to uſe. 


And is it not ſtrange our author ſhould twit me with - 
__ a phraſe, which about two pages before he uſes himſelf? 
' 'Thus concerning our adverſaries motives, which I ſaid 
I plainly preceived, he ſays: Here is an implication (if 
it may not rather be called a declaration) that he plainly 
perceives, both that the conſtitution of our church is made 
the ſubject of fo much admiration and triumph out of in- 
dlirect motives; and what thoſe motives are, tho he is not 
pleaſed zo tell. And if J miſtake not, there is not 
more mockery in my expreſſion, than in his own. The 


reſt of his paragraph is only a freſh inſtance of his ma- 


giſterial air, and having nothing in it that concerns 


Their 


the controverſy, I ſhall paſs it. 
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e power of ordination and government! 
In anfwer to this, p. 29. he does not deny their uſing 
this argument, but he can by no means grant, that this 
js their greateſt argument. But that, he tells us, is taken 
From a collated view of all the places of ſcripture relating 
to this matter, together with the teſtimony and practice of 
the ages next ſucceeding the ſcripture times. 


e . rr — > — 


£24) 


„ Their preateſt argument is ferch'd from Timothy 


« and Titus. Timothy, they ſay, was biſhop 


* Epheſus, and Titus of Crete ; and theſe had the ſole 
power of ordination and government in their re- 
_ « ſpective churches ; and that is the reaſon, why fuch _ 
* particular directions, as that in the text, are given 
to them; and they are requir'd to ordain, and lock 
_« after the qualifications of the perſons to be ordain'd, 
and to receive accuſations againſt ſuch as were or- 
__ dain'd, Cc. This, as they aſſert, plainly ſhews, 71 
not hy and Titus were ſuperior to ordinary presby- 
ters; and conſequently they alone, and not the preſ- 

. © byters, had the power of ordination. Mow the pre- 

© lates, ſay they, are the only ſucceſſors of Timothy 
s and Titus; and presbyters are of, another order, 
A the ſucceſſors of ſuch as were ordain'd by Timothy 
and Titus; and therefore the prelates only have the 


. 


And now is not this an unreaſonable cavil ? I ſuppoſe _ 
the church of Exglard to uſe ſeveral diſtinct arguments 
to prove their point; and I ſay this from Timothy and 

JTitus is the greateſt. No, ſays my adverſary, this is 

not our greateſt argument: our greateſt argument is all 

our arguments taken together. Again, the paſſage in 

my Sermon, immediately foregoing, limits my diſcourſe 

to our adverſaries argument from Scripture, and I dare 
ſay I have not wrong'd them in ſaying this is the great- 

. elt of that kind. But to what purpoſe is the bringing 
in the next ſucceeding ages, when we are limited to 
fſcripture arguments? I do not deny but the next ſuc- 
ceeding ages may be very uſeful to give us hints of 
things, and to put us upon inquiring, whether there is 
any ground for them in ſcripture. But the ſcripture a- 

lone is our rule, and if we find nothing therein for 
any practice, we are not to be determin'd by the teſti- 
mony or practice of any other perſons, whoever they 
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be. As to particulars, , our author ſpeaks of them elſe- 
where, and ſo there they fall under conſideration. I 
go on With the Sermon, p. 33. 5 „ 
AI will comprehend my anſwer to this argument in 


«© thele-tollowing particulars. © ef 
. We grant Timothy and Titus where ſuperior 

* * to other miniſters; but then we aflert, they had no 
* © ſucceſſors in that wherein they were ſuperior co 
Rem. Now we ſay, and it plainly appears from the 
= Epiſtles of St. Paul to Timothy and Titus, not only that 
"* they were ſuperior to other miniſters, viz. to ordinary 
presbyters aud deacons; but that they were ſuperior to them 
in their reſpective churches of Epheſus and Crete, in a 

* matter of perpetual uſe and need, viz. in the authority 
> of government, and particularly in the power of ordination. 

= IJWWhenceit is evident, that in them we have ſcripture-pre- 
cedents or examples of prelacy, Or of officers ſuperior to 
mere presbyters, governing the church in chief, with au-. 
 thority as well over clergy as laity, and intt\uſted with the 
8 bufineſ of ordination, within their 52 bounds. 

= An 


d this ſuperiority being in a matter of ſuch a nature, 
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ais required no extraordinary gifts, it is to be preſumed that 
they were to 10 e in it; and that the form of 
= government thus ſettled by the 7 was intended for 
 coutiuuance, till good reaſon ſhould appear to the con- 
I I will comprize my anſwer to this in the following 


I. There is ſomewhat in our author's ſcheme, which 
is very diſagreeable to the ſtile of the New Teſtament. 
He makes Titus biſhop of Crete; and conſequently . KF 
muſt hold, there was but one church in that whole it- | 10 
land, and in the ſeveral cities wherein he was to ordain 2 

| elders; for a biſhop is ſuppoſed to be a biſhop of a Ws; 

ſingle church. Now this do's not at all agree with the 1 

language of the New Teſtament, which never repre: : 
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ſents the chriſtians of ſeveral cities in a country as 
making one church. This is a conſiderable objection 

againſt his edel 1 „ 55 
£ 


2. I can ſee no reaſon, that evidences Titus was even 
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a fixed miniſter in Crete, or Timothy in Epheſus. And 
ö J. 


—— 


e 


. WIT EIERD r 


—_— 
„ 


A — 
— 232 


qt— : ——— —p— ar ä»äZàJꝛ̃ TT——— ꝛ ̃ ̃ ꝰ 2 —— 


” — —ͤů 


— — — 


— — — E 33K EM tc oo Rt a» rag Con, — he Ar — WW — 


—— 2 tartrate 


[26] 


here let me ſet down Dr. 7/hithy”s judgment in his pre- 


face to Titus, © 1 aflert, ſays he, that if by ſaying 71i- 


* mothy and Titus were biſhops, the one of Epheſus, 


_ © the other of Crete, we underfiand, that they took 
© upon them thoſe churches, or dioceſes, as their fix- 
_ © ed and peculiar charge, in which they were to pre- 
© ſide for term of life, I believe that Timothy and Ti- | 
© tus were not thus biſhops, For, 1. Both Timothy 
© and Titus were evangeliſts, and therefore were to do 
© the work of an evangeliſt. Now the work of an | 
K evangeliſt, faith Euſebius, was this: © To lay the 
foundations of the faith in barbarous nations, to conſti- 


« tute them paſtors, and having committed to them the 


c cultivating of thoſe new plantations, they paſſed on to 
© other conntries and nations. 2. As for Titus, he was 
only left at Crete to ordain elders in every city, and to 
& ſet in order things that were wanting; having there- 
© fore done that work, he had done all that wasafſign'd 
him in that ſtation: and therefore St. Paul ſends for 


C 


© him the very next year to Nicepolis. And ſo, ac- | 
© cording to Bp. Pearſon's chronology, he was left at 
© Crete only, A. D. 64. and ſent for thence, A. D. 65. 
© and return'd thither, as the antients conjecture, af- | 
d ter the death of St. Paul. For they ſay, he died in 
d the 94th year of his age, and was buried in Crete. 
I 0o the like purpoſe he diſcourſes alſo concerning 71I- 
mmothy, and then adds - © But ſince we read not any 
<« thing in ſcripture of their return to either of theſ: | 
places afterwards, and the authorities on which this 
© return dependeth are not very antient, we cannot 
much depend upon them.“ So that I can ſee no rea- 


ſon to allow they were ever fixed officers in thoſe re- 
7 rr Ts 
3. If Titus was à fixed miniſter in Crete, it ſeems 
moſt reaſonable, according to the epiſcopal ſcheme, to 
look upon him as an archbiſhop, rather than a biſhop. 
For according to the ſtile of the New Teſtament; each 
City had its church, and according to the notion of e- 
piſcopal writers each church had its biſhop : and unleſs 

he be allowed to have ordain'd ſome biſhops as well as 

ſome presbyters, how. could he, according to this 

ſcheme, do his part to ſecure a ſucceſſion. And if the 
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directions of the apoſtle prove him to have power over 


ſome whom he ordain'd, they mult prove him to have 


it over all, and conſequently over the ſuppoſed biſhops, 
as well as presbyers; and therefore Titus muſt be, as 


Dr. Hammond repreſents him, not a mere biſhop, but 
an archbiſhop. And if this be ſo, here is really no evi- 


dence at all of the epiſcopal ſcheme. For ſince the a- 
poſtle makes no diſtinction, all the presbyters he was 
to ordain, may as well be underſtood to have had the 
power of ordination, as ſome. „ 
4. Whereas our author ſays, Timothy and Titus 
were ſuperior to ordinary presbyters and deacons in 
the reſpective churches of Epheſus and Crete; I grant 
they were ſo, while they were there. But then I query, 
whether they were not ſo in all churches where 
they came? Our author 5. 40. is willing to ſuppoſe an 
evangeliſt (on account of his extraordinary gifts and 
office) to be leſs confinable, as to place, than an ordinary 
miniſter of any degree. And would not their extraor- 
dinary gifts, and office, ſecure them every where a ſu- 
periority to ordinary miniſters of any degree? Suppoſe _ 
Timothy ſhould have happen'd to have been at Crete 
in the abſence of Titus, or Titus at Epheſus in the ab- 
ſence of Timothy ; would they not each of them, by vir- 
tue of their extraordinary gifts and oftice, have had a 
ſuperiority in the church during their ſtay in it? And 
ſuppoſing any ordination to be perform'd, or diſcipline 
to he exerciſed, would they not have had the chief 
hand therein? If this be true, as it ſeems to me to be; 
it will be very unreaſonable to attempt to eſtabliſh the 
epiſcopal ſcheme of a fixed biſhop in each church from 
them. If any thing can be infer'd from them, it ſhould _ 
fog there ſhould be a number of general 
officers, which ſhould each of them have the chief 
power of ordination and government in any huren, 
where they occaſionally reſide. And indeed *twill not | 
look very fair in our adverſaries, to inſiſt ſo much upon 
their being particularly ſuperior to presbyters and dea- 
cons in the reſpective churches of Epheſus and Crete, 
y in whatever other 


rather be, t 


lince they had the ſame ſuperiorit 


9 


a” ———ů— — — 
—— — ne.” ag Oe I. 
8 * 


2 — 
© meg ws 


F.. Whereas he ſays Timothy and Titus were ſuperior 


— — . — 1 —— 
. „&. tongs IE rn i IE erat os 


r 


— — —_——— 
— — 


* S 


C281 


to ordinary presbyters and deacons in their reſpective 


TTT 
in the authority of government, and particulurh the 
Power of ordination ; I think this is nothing to the 


purpoſe. The queſtion is not, whether they were 


_ ſuperior in ſuch a matter, but what *twas that made 
them ſo ; whether, particularly in the buſineſs of ordi- 
nation, their extraordinary gifts, (for inſtance, the _ 
| 3 would not in courſe. 
give them that ſuperiority, even in a matter of per- 


power of diſcerning ſpirits 


petual uſe? 


6. put it now to this author, whether an apoſtle, 
if he came where Timothy and Titus were, would not _ 
have been ſuperior to them, in theſe matters of per- 
petual uſe and need, in the authority of government, 
and particularly in the power of ordination? And if 
he grants he would have been ſuperior, I deſire he 
Would inform me, what would have given him that 
{ſuperiority ? Since he muſt hold Timothy and Titus, 
às to their ordinary character, or as to their order, to 
have been the ſame with the apoſtles ; what, beſides a 
a ſuperiority of gifts, would have given an apoſtle 
a a {ſuperiority of power? As therefore the ſuperiority of 
the apoſtles to Timothy and Titus is conſiſtent with their 
having the power of ordination ; ſo is the ſuperiority _ 
of Timothy and Titus to ordinary Presbyters conſiſtent 
with thoſe presbyters having the power of ordina- 


J. Nor does it help him, that this ſuperiority of Ti- 
mot and Titus was in a matter of ſuch nature as re- 
* quired no extraordinary gijts ; nor can it thence be pre- 
Fo] that they were to have e in it. For we 
muſt then, by a parity of reaſon, ſay, that as the apo- 


ſtles were ſuperior to Timothy and Titus in theſe ſame 
matters, therefore they muſt be ſuppos'd to have ſuc- _ 
ceſſors in their ſuperiority ; and, conſequently, as our 
a adverſaries ſuppole the biſhops the ſucceſſors of Ti- 

mot and Titus, fo they ſhould have another order, 


the ſucceſſors of the apoſtles, to be over the biſhops. 


But Mr. P. (ſays our author, £39) and thoſe of his 
perſuaſion, be tells us, aſſert, that t 


ey had no ſuc- 
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ceſſors in that wherein they were ſuperior to other 
miniſters. And their aſſerting that is uo news, It keeps 
up an air of confidence, which, whether well or ill ground 
ed, hath a force of perſuafion with the ingudicious. But, 
wuleſs they prove as well as afſert this, they do in truth 
but beg the queſtion. Beſides that, according to the pre- 
cepts of veracity, they ſhould not peremptorily aſſert what 
' they cannot prove; of which kind, I am ſatisfy'd, is this 
= propoſition : That Timothy and Titus had, no ſucceſſors it 
any capacity, wherein they were ſuperior to ordinary preſ= = 
 byters. But let us ſee what Mr. P. offers that way. _ 
I his is the noble pattern he ſets me of a rational 
and moral conduct. For my part, I ſhould ſcorn any 
ſuch haughtineſs and arrogance in a diſpute. And 
where is the hurt of my telling what I aſſert, before 
I produce the arguments by which I prove my afler- ' 
tion? Had 1 barely aſſerted, without attempting to i 
prove what Jaſſerted, my examiner might with a good 
grace have cenſur'd my conduct. But for him to talk. 
after this rate, before he has ſaid any thing to the 
proof I bring, is not fair; nay, it ſeems plain to me, 
that he deſign'd hereby to prepoſſeſs the weak and 
injudicious reader in favour of his anſwer. And, the 
truth is, he had need of that help, or elſe it could meet 
With nothing but contempt, tis ſo weak and trifling. 
ſtrong inclination. to cenſure _ 
and incivility, who will ſo impertinently. impeach a 
man's veracity, for aſſerting what he thinks he proves. 


If he would bear with my conduct, I might tell him, 

that I ſhrewdly ſuſpect the cauſe of his diſpleaſure is, 

not that the proof of my aſſertion is inſufficient, but 

that *tis too ſtrong for him to anſwer. And now I 
know what he has to object againſt it, I engage to 

- make good every title of It, out EET 
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© *Tis certain Timothy was an evangeliſt, and there- 
E fore requir'd to do the work of one, 2 Tim. 4. 5. 
© But watch thou in all things, endure afflictions, do the 
© work of an evangeliſt, make full proof of thy miniſtry. 
© Had he been inferior to the evangeliſts, twould 
have been as improper to call upon him to do the 
F work of one, as*twould be to call upon a common 
| © presbyter to do the work of his dioceſan. *Tis a 
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E biſhops are pretended to be. 


or improbable, that they ſhould have h 
ing ſuperiority over mere presbyters, and be ſucceeded 


they were to have 


4 = os 


plain caſe, the evangeliſts were not ordinary and 
© common miniſters, but of a ſuperior character. The 


order in which they are ſet down ſufficiently 
© evidences this, Eph. 4. 11. And he gave ſome apo- 


© files, and ſome prophets, and ſome evangeleſts, and 
ſome paſtors and teachers. Apoſtles therefore, pro- 


cc 


— 


<* phets, and evangeliſts, are ſuperior to paſtors and 


teachers; and yet *tis of that rank only dioceſan 


Rem. p. 31. Let it be ſupposd (th it canut- le 

 provd) that Timothy and Titus were both evangeliſts, | 

. 2 as ſuch, ſuperior to all ordinary paſtors and teachers, 
an 


% 


without ſucceſſors : it will not 91h 1-4 be impoſſible, 


therein by biſhops now peculiarly ſo cal d. 


Dr. Whitby, in the paſſage I have already cited 
from him, does not ſtick ito ſay, © both Timothy and | 
© Titus wereevangeliſts,” And as tis evident, from | 
the text cited, that Timothy was one; ſo ſince 
there appears nothing in the. character or bufineſs _ 
of Timothy, that was peculiar to him, and did not 

belong to Titus, tis but reaſonable to account him 


an evangeliſt alſo. 


Our author is willing to ſuppoſe, what my other 
_ adverſary will not by any means grant, [See Tuvalidity, 
P. 16. that Timothy and Titus, as evangeliſts, were 
| ſuperior to ordinary paſtors and teachers, and without 
ſucceſſors. Now this ſuperiority, which is agreed 
between us, is ſufficient to account for all the rules 
and directions which the apoſtle gives them particu- 
larly for their conduct. It lies now upon our author 
to prove, that, beſide this agreed ſuperiority, they had 
a ſtanding ſuperiority over mere presbyters, wherein 
"mt Beg I ſhew what ground 


I have for allowing a ſuperiority which ceas'd with 


them: he muſt ſhew what ground he has for aſſerting .. 
they had ſuch a ſuperiority as was to be continued af- 
ter them. And I muſt tell him, that the ſaying, tis 
not impoſſible, or 5 11 they ſhould have it, is but 
| little to the purpoſe. The reſt of the paragraph has 
TT EEE 
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It ſeems plain to me, that all thoſe perſons, who 
c ere ſuperior to paſtors and teachers, Tat a double 
& character: that which was ordinary and ſtanding 
jn the church, and ſo they were all presbyters or 
c biſhops; for theſe are the fame in ſcripture, our 
cc adverſaries themſelves, many of them, being judges : 
e their other character was extraordinary and peculiar 
4 to them, not deſign'd to be tranſmitted to any ſuc- 
-y - < ceſlors.” Againſi this our author alledges no argu- 
ment; and therefore I go on with the Sermon, which 
Will preſently prove it. 555% 8 
„ ®Tis therefore to no purpoſe to argue from the ſu- 
C periority of the apoſtles and evangeliſts to ordinarx 
c miniſters. We own they were ſuperior : their Xx 
c traordinary gifts neceſſarily made them ſo. But what 
cc does this ſignify to ſuch as appropriate the name of 
& bjſhop to themſelves in our day? Whatever diſtin- 
“ ouiſh'd them from ordinary biſhops ceas'd with _ 
c them, and the other ſtanding part of their cha- 
s racter is common to every rightly ordain'd preſ- . 
. „ We argue not from the ſuperiority f 
_ apiſiles and evangeliſts to ordinary miniſters, i. e. to al! 
ſuch as were intended for continuance in the church. That 
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| wereridiculous enough to pretend tio. 
Our author miſtook my meaning, which is this: 
Tis to no purpoſe to argue from the ſuperiority of 
apoſtles and evangeliſts, who were extraordinary mini- 
ſters, to ordinary miniſters, viz. their ſuperiority. 
That is, *tis to no purpoſe to argue, that becauſe the 
| apoſtles had a ſuperiority over presbyters, therefore 
there muſt be a ſtanding order of ſuch as ſhall have a 
ſiuperiority over presbyters. And if the paſſage itſelf 
Woaas obſcure, yet what follow'd plainly ſhew'd this 


Vor do wwe argue barely from the ſuperiority of any of 
them to mere preſbyters. But the preſent argument is ta- 
ken from St. Pauls placing Timothy at Foheſus and 
Titus in Crete, as chief governours of thoſe churches re- 
ſßectively, and Pre ly charging them, in their fingle 
Per ſons, with the buſineſs of ordination. 
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The ſuperiority he has been treating of, is a ſuperio- 
vity over common presbyters in the matter of government 
and ordination ; lee p. 31. Now how he can ſay they 
do not argue barely from the Lomas of any of them 
to mere presbjters; and yet aſſert their argument is ta- 
ken from St. Paul's placing them as chief governours in | © 
Their reſpeFlive churches, &c. is to me at leaſt unintel- | * 
ligible. Their being the chief governours, or having 
the cheif hand in government and ordination, is their 
ſuperiority, and if he argues from that, how can he 
ſay he do's not argue from that ſuperiority? Nor can it 
help him, that in the firſt period he ſpeaks of their ſu- 
— Euere to mere presbyters, and in the latter of their 
being chief governours of thoſe churches ; for the mere 
pPresbyters being inferior governours, to be ſuperior 
to them in government, muſt be the ſame thing as to 
be chief governours. If I had talk'd after this rate, my 
Veracity would have been call'd in queſtion, as tho 1 
denied the very thing I was actually doing: but I only _ - 
judge it a miſtake in his rational conduct, and indeed | 
ſuch an one, as men may eaſily fall into, when they are 
Over nice in coining diſtinctions. As to the argument 
Itſelf, 1 have conſider'd it in the Sermon, and ſhall Þ 
ſpeak to it when I come to it, and therefore I paſs over | 
What he ſays here about it. If I ſhew it has no force, 
all his boating of ſcripture-precedents will ſignify no- 
thing. Only it may not be amiſs to take notice of one 
_--pailage he has here. which is his 
- Jay that this their ſuperiority depends on their ex- 
tr aordinary gifts is precarious and groundleſs, the 152 
ture not intimating any. ſuch Ming. Tea, tis againſt rea- 
Jon; ſince (as Mr. P. himſelf, if I am not greatly miſta- 
Ken in bin) will allow ſuch a ſuperiority was needful to 
be, and aftually is, continued down to our days, ſomewhere 
BR. 82» _ 
Il cant think it precarious to ſay their ſuperiority de- 
pended on their extraordinary gifts, becauſe thoſe gifts, | 
as particularly that of diſcerning ſpirits, would naturally | f 
infer all the ſuperiority they appear to have had, But 
our author here quite alters his notion of the ſuperior- 
ity he has been talking of, and makes it now to ſigni- 
fy hggpery power of ordination and government. 
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ſtion; as I am apt to thin 


11 


mothy and Titus had depended on their extraodinary 


gifts, it mult in courſe ceaſe with thoſe gifts themſelves. 


1 now proceed to the proof I gave in my Sermon, p. 
4. that Timothy and Titus were in their ordinary ca- 


| NE of the fame order with presbyters, and not of 


ſuch a ſuperior order as our bilhops are pretended to be. 


And certainly if the apoilles themſelves were not of 
«ſuch an order, as our modern biſhops are pretended 
to be, neither could the evangeliſis be of it. Now had 
„ Chriſt defign'd his apoſtles ſhould-be officers in his 
church according to the epiſcopa icheme, he gught to > 
© have appointed each of them to preſide over ſome one 
„ church; fer tis the itanding maxim of that ſcheme, 
«© Therecanbe but one biſhop in one church. Whereasnolels 
c than eleven, to whom preſently after Chriſt's aſcen- 
::£-hont-a twelfth | was added, were at tir{t conllituted, 
and for ſome time remained the rulers and governours _ 
„of that church, having all an equal power and au- 
© thority. So that the apoliles were eyidently, in their 
© ordinary capacity, presbyters, that is, ſuch kind of 
officers as might be more than one in one church. > 
Here he tells me, p. 33 3. 1 þr 600% is f exceeding weak, 
Fo or, | „ 
1 "Tie m no „Tee, maxim of FO epiſcapal ſcheme, 
that there can e 5 
This, I muit confeſs, is very ſtrange to me. I never . 
met with any of the epiſcopal writers who went not 85 
upon that maxim. 1 
And [ believe our author 3 is the firſt | man "who rhe n 
defending modern epiſcopacy, quitted it. I ſuppoſe he L 
will not expect I ſhould take his ſingle word for it, in 


but one biſhop in one church, 


ſpite of the generality at leaſt of their own authors. 


"Tis neceſſary I ſhould here allege ſome of their wri- 

rs, who have taken this for a ſanding maxim of their 
Theme, that the reader may judge who is in the right, 
and that my veracity may not be here call'd in que- 

K it would have been by our _ 
author, had he not been ſenſible of the truth of what 
I aid, "and that by denying it, he really e no- 
toriouſly the reputation of his own. | 


That I allow ſuch a power is continued in the church, 5 
he may ſee from my Semmon; but if the ſuperiority T- 
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I have already had occaſion to mention a paſſage of 
Dr. Hammond, which is clear to this purpoſe : and I will 
now add ſome more from him. And nothing can be more 
_ expreſs to my purpoſe than what he ſays, p.719. of his v. 

wet. © We think all ſtrifes and vain contentions about 
Words are to be eſpecially avoided, and that the iden- 
© tity of things very ditterent is not to be infer'& 
from the words % and preibyter being homony- 
cc mous or ſynonymous, but that theſe names ſhould be 
diſtinguiſh'd, as is uſual when there is any ambiguity ; _ 
„ fo that firſt it may be made plain, what is to be 
« underſtood by bijhcps or pre:byters, eſpecially in the 


(c 


cc 


- 


« New 7cſtameit, and then in the moſt antient wri- 


e Clement, Ignatius, . Papias, and o- x, 
oY e thence determin- þ| 
c ed, whether the apoſtles, after Chriſt's time, did in 
all their travels take care to found churches with 
< frugle governours ¶ each church or province, who e 
c erciſed the power of juriſdicton and ordination over 
e the reſt (whether theſe governors were calld by the 
hop, presbyter, guide, ſhepherd, preſi- 
dent, prieſt, or prefect) or with collegues, and equals, 
« without any one let over them, but governing the 
„ church in common. Nor do's the controverſy lie in 
this, by what names the governours of the churches 
© were call'd, or whether they were in all ages call'd by 
the ſame; but whether that power in a fingle church be- 


« thers; and ſecondly that it may 
cc 
% name of bj! 


= long' to one, or to a plur ality.” Lil 


* 


J Arhν ,, aut inanes de vocibus concertationes, ante omnia 
fugiendas efle putamus, nec igitur ab homonymia, aut ſynonymia vo- 
cum imoxas & c Puts, rerum longe d.fiuarum identitatem conclu- 


dendam eſſe, ſed (ur in amb guis fieri ſolet) diſtinguendas voces eſſe; fic ut 
primo omnibus notum nat, quid in ſacro inprimis codice, dein inter alios 
antiquiſſimos ſcriptores, (lementem, Ignatium, Polycarpum, ut & Papiam, 


aulioſque, per ind, aut age 7 Currys nel gatur ; & ſecundo, ex co di- 

judicetur, an in ſingularibus cujuſque ecclefiz & provinciz præfectis, qui in 
alios omnes xęletec & x Dαννοννν turiſdifttionis, & ordin ationis, poteſtatem 
exercebant (quocunque demun; ſeu i ſcu ages Furige, (eu M 
ſeu mepacyS-, eu mgrerorO», leu lacerdotis, ſcu prætecti titulo inbgni- 
rentur) an in collegis & comparibus, quibus nemo præficiebatur, in com- 
muni eccleſiam gubernantibus, apoſtoli poſt Chriſtum eccleſias in omnibus 
protectionibus ipiorum fundandas curaverint. Nec igitur in eo controveri- 


am poni, quibus demum (vel an nidem omni æ V) nominibus cogniti fue. 


rint eccleharum rectores; fed an ad unum in hingulari eccictia, an ad plures 


poteſlas iſta devenerit. Epiſtcla ad virum inte; errimum, DifſeriaiionVss quatu- 
er ran. ) N * | 
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This i is full to my 1 Ty and the rather, becauſe | 


he is there carefully fixing the ſtate of the controverly. 


And the words that immediately follow are remar- 


kable alſo, where he goes on to (peak i in the name of 
| his party. 


„„ 
tie 


5 


has always, according to the inſtitution of Chrilt 
and his apoltles, belong'd to one lingle governuur, 
whom we' commonly call a biſhop, &c. * 


Again. 801. © The only thing in controverſy beteten 15 
us and the presbyteriansis, whether this ripht belongs 
to a ſingle perſon, or to a whole college. We think 
the right of governing the churches is in the {crip- 
ture attributed to ſingle perſons, who were each of 


them ſet over a ſingle church. I hey,on the contrary, 


thinking they have proved that the terms bijheps 


and presbjters are of the fame import in the ſcri- 
pture, affirm, that every city thould be govern'd by 


a plurality of equals, whether you call them biſtops | 


or presbyters, and believe they are ſupported in their 


_ © opinion by the authority of the New 7eſtament.” | 
See allo P. Sog. and the Loncluſien of his wite upon = 


3 Atts xiv. 23. 
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NE 


c 


15 presbyters? After this manner we muſt ſtate the 


The next I ſhall mention is biſhop om ige, Who 5 

„ au ſtates the queſtion, Cod. can. bini Lib. II. c. 11. 
ef. 13. The only queſtion is, whether the apo- 
1 N before they left the world, committed this their 


power of governing the church, and ordaining others, 


to one ſingle perſon in each church, or to a plurality? 
that is, cording to the modern way of ſpeaking, 


whether they committed it to biſhgp, or a bench of 


Nos ad unum ſingularem 3 quem ex fam oſiori eccleſiæ uſu 


 epiſ.opum vulgo dicimus, poteſtatem iſtam in fingulari coeru, ex Chriſti 


& apoſtolorum inſtitutione, nunquam non pertinulſle affirmamus, ideoque __ 
nec presbyteris (comparibus & lor ie) nec presby cerorum conſ<ifui cam 


competerèe. 


+ Ar de iſtis nulla inter nos & presbyteranos controverſia tutura et, 


 Queeritur tantum, an ſingulari perſonæ, an toti denum collegio jus inud 
co npetat? Nos ſingalaribus perionis, lingularum civitatum prepotitis, jus 
tegendi eccleſias i in tcripturis attribui contendimus. IIliſe contra vocabu- 
ö Jas uni mT xomer N Tys0 puTryuv imd.yn way in ſcripturis it -onclutifle 5 
put intes, amquamque civitarem 2 pluribus jorl:;uou, {cu mr = 
teu a4 Guligey witulo notis, adminiſtrari athrmanc, eque novi te {tamenct | 
autholltate uicurl cxilimani, 1 
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[36] 
4 queſtion concerning the authority of biſhops over 
e presbyters, it we would ever determine it. *ll This 
the biſhop repeats over and over, in that and the next 
ſection. And he inſiſis upan it, that the apoltles dele- 
gated their power, as they received it themſelves ; that 
is, as he pretends, it was given to them in their {in- 
gle perſons, and not as a college and company. 
i hop {fea /in ο plainly: upon the ſame principle. 
IThus Vindiic. pit II. ject. 13. he anſwers Daille, who 
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ſays that many of the antient, as well as modern, in- 


terpreters underitand p: e-bjters by the bijhops ſpoken _ 


of Phil. i. 1. © But the ancients give only this 


. CC 


ebe but cue biſbep in one city, Thus St. Chryſo- _ 
Fe ſtom. Jerom, and others. But this is not true, 
© or however not certain. For Dr. Hammond has 

made it very probable from the apoſtolical writings, _ 
that there were in the apoſiles times in ſome cities 
two churches and two biſhops, till the gentiles in- 


' reaſon for their interpretation, That there could 


corporated themſelves with the Jewiſh chriſtians. ” “ 


So that he plainly ſuppoſes the antients to have ben 


intirely of this opinion, and go's upon it himſelf, that 
there could be but one biſhop in one ſingle church. 
The reader may ſee more there to the ſame purpoſe. _ 
The next witneſs ſhall be Mr. Dodell, who makes 
it hereſy to go upon our author's ſcheme. 


is to be obſerv'd, that this viſible unity of a vi- 


c ſible head muſt be underſtood to relate to the unity _ 


of a perſon, and not of a multitude that conſtitutes 
© that common head. And that for this reafon of 
© Cyprian, Becauſe Chriſt is one, aud God alſo is one. 
© For in both the patterns, the unity is of the perſon, 
© but not of a multitude. And the church has always 


— 


5 


] Quæritur tantummodo, utrum apoſtoli, priuſquam ex hac vita migra- 
verint, hanc ſuam ecclchæ regendæ aliorumque ordinandt poteſtatem uni 


alicui in unaquaque ecdefia perſonæ, an pluribus commiſerint? hoc eſt, 


juxta recent orem loquendi formulam, utrum epitcopo, an claſh pres byte- 
rorum? Hoc ſane modo proponenda eſt quæſtio de epiſcoporum 1upra pres- 
byteros autor tate, ſi cam unquam determimare velimus © 
cd rationem hang tantum afferunt veteres, quod in una civitate 
uns tantum eſſet epif opus. Ita S. Orſoſtomus, Hierenymus aliique. 
. 7 hoc aut verum, aut certum non eſt. Duas enim in quibuſdam civitati- 


bus temporibus apoſtolorum eccleſias, duos epif.opos fuiſſe, donec genti- 


les cum judeis in unum corpus coaleſcerent, probabiliſſimum ex ipfis 5 
ſcriptip apoſtolicis facit Hammonds noker, * . . | 5 


made 


l 
4 reckon'd them heretics, who have thought they 
might any ways undermine the unity of the perſons. 


as any other reaſon, why the apoſtles ſpake 


ce quite another unity; but becauſe it repreſents it amiſs in 


c that very thing, in which it was moſt carefully provided 


Animadvertendum viſibilem etiam hanc, quam dixi, capitis viſibilis 
unitarem, de perſonæ eſſe unitate, non multitudinis, qua commune confle= 
tur capur, intelligendam. Idque ex hac ipſa Cypriani ratione, quiz unus 


eſt Chriſtus, & unus item deus. In utroque enim archerypo non eſt mul- 
ritudinis, fed vero perſonæ unitas. Et quidem tanti ſemper fecit eccleſia 


hanc unit tem, ut pro hæreticis haberent, ſiqui hanc perſonarum unitatem 
quovis modo labefactandam cenſerent. Oi »gTAvor Inv, five plures 
Chriſtos intro luxiflent, five etiam Jeſum a Chriſto diſti nguendum cenſuiſ- 
ſent, ab iptis etiam apoſtolorum uſque temporibus in hereticorum cenſum 
kelati fart + nec jam recentioris ecclefiz decreta commemorem adverſus 


Neſtorium. Nec 41am. exiſtimo fuiſſe cauſamycur et am in rrinitate unitateni 


made ſo great account of this unity, that they have 


They who did this, either by introducing moreChriſts 
c than one, or by diltinguiſhingſeſus from Chriſt, have 
been always from the apoſtles days counted heretics: 

« nut to ſay any thing of the decrees of the church in 
later times againſt Neſtorius. Nor do 1 think there 

0 


much of the unity in the trinity, and why they alſo 
derived that unity in the trinity from the unity of 
the head { the father | but that they might ſhew by al! 
manner of ways, that indeed the three perſons were 


not to be brought into the unity of the head, but 
that was to be refer d to one perſon. If therefore 


there were more than one perſon at the head of a vi- 
ſible church, it would not at all ſet forth that hea» 
venly unity, having nothing like to it: nay, that 
repreſentation would be heretical, For ſince we chri- 
Itians ought ſo to be one, as the father is one with 
Chriſt; we ſhould intimate there were more perſons 
than one in Chrilt, or in the father, if we made uſe 
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of more than one perſon to repreſent either Chriſt, or | 


the father. Nor is there any reaſon why we ſhould __ 
© place hereſy more in words than in facts, ſince the _ 
repreſentation made by fact ought to be certain. So 
that God mult be the more provok'd not to ratify in 
a heaven that falſe unity, not only becauſe that plura- 
e ljty of an earthly head do's falily repreſent the hea- _ 
e venly unity, in ſo much that it expreſſes not that, but 
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that it ſhould not be repreſented otherwiſe than it is. & 


tantoperc depræ dich int apoſtoli, cur cam ipſan, in icinitate etiam, unita- 
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nying it. Compare what he ſays ſett. 17. 


“ damental rule of the churc : 
“ peace and order therein, that but one biſhop ſhould _ 
t de in one church.” And in his incomparable Ten- 
*  fiſe of the pope's ſupremacy, he, by this maxim of the an- 

tients, confutes the pretences of the papiſts, that t. 
Peter was biſhop of Rome. See him from p. 86. to 
oe P. 90- I will {et down ſome of his words, p. 86. © It 

de was antiently deemed a very irregular thing, con- 

e trary (faith St. Cyprian) to the eccleſiaſtical diſpoſiti- 
© on, contrary to the evangelical law, contrary to the 
. unity of catholic inſtitution ; a ſymbol, faith another 
“ antient writer (Sozomen) of diſſention, and diſagree- 
“ able to eccleſiaſtical law ; which was therefore con- 

„ demn'd by the ſynod of Nice, by pope Cornelius, by 
tem capitis unĩtate deduxerint, nifi ut omnibus modis oftenderenr, ad ca- 
pitis unitatem ne tres quidem perſonas eſſe adhibendas, ſed in unam dun- 


£383 


Foy ſuppoſe this rant of the once famous oracle of the 


party is very edifying to the reader. But however he 


may like ſuch profound reaſoning, I am ſure he muſt 


| ſee that he took that which I did to be the ſtanding 


maxim of the epiſcopal ſcheme : and our author is 


_ commenc'd a heretic in Mr. Dodwe/s account for de- 


Another whom I might cite is biſhop Burnet, but I 
mall only content my ſelf with refering the reader to 
ſome places in his Vindication of the church of Scotland: 
P. 306, 349, 350. Append. p13, 
Ihe biſhop of Ox/jord ſays, p. 118, 119. This 
“ rule was held ſacred in all ages, that in one city there 
e ſhould only be one biſhop, or chief paſtor.“ 5 
'I Will cloſe with ſome paſſages of the moſt learned 
and judicious Dr. Barrow, who, in his Diſcourſe con- 


ering he unity of the church p. 306. calls it, © A fun | 
» Necellary for prelerving 


_ exxatefle,referendam, Si itaque plus quam una eſſet in eccleſiæ viſibilis ca- 


pite perſona, jam cœleſtem illam unitatem minime referrer, cum illa nini! 


commune habitura. Etiam heæretica eſſet i la repræſentatio. Cum enim 


chriſtiani ita unum eſſe debemus, ut eſt unus cum Chriſto ſuo pater; in- 
mueretur plures eſſe in Chriſto, aut patre perſonzs, ſi ad Chriſti, patriſve re- 


5 | regen plares perſonas adhiberemus. Nes enim eft, quod in ver- 


s, magis quam in factis hæreſin conſtituamas, cum certa efle debet fadti 


repræſentatio. Quo magis deum irritari oporteat, ne ratam habeat in cœlo 
falſam illam unitatem, non modo quia cceleſtem illam unitatem falſo vitioſe- 


que repræſentaret capitis illa terreſtris multitudo, vt non illam ſed plane 


dliam exprimeret; ſed vero quia in eo ipſo male repræſentaret, in quo ali- 


qui accuratiſſime fuiſſet cautum, ne, quam effer, aliter repræſentaretur. 
Differt, de unitatis principio, quæ eſt Cyprianicarum ſeptima, ſeft. 23. 


e 
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„ or 
| © pope Innocent the firſt, and others, that two biſhops 
* ſhould preſide in one city.” The learned Dr, ſubs 
| joins his own judgment in the matter: © This was 
condemned with good reaſon; for this on the church's 
part would be a kind of ſpiritual polygamy ; this 
* would render the church a monſter with rwo heads ; 
© this would deſtroy . the end of epiſcopacy, which is 
unity and prevention of -ſchilmg?” oo unnnn 
TIhis will, I doubt not, juſtify me to all the word, 
in repreſenting it to be the ſtanding maxim of the epiſ- 
cCopal ſcheme, that there can be but one biſhop in one 
church. And I profeſs I know not of one defender 
of epiſcopacy before this examiner, who has ever gone 
upon any other ſcheme. I ſhould be glad, if he would 
_ pleaſe to produce thoſe, who are his warrant for deny- _ 
ing that to be the maxim of their ſcheme. And the 
maxim is ſo perpetual in the antient writers, in whoſe 
authority this gentleman ſo much vapours, that it looks 
as tho he himſelf had very little knowledge of thoſe ve- 
ry authors, he would have us to admit into our rule; 
and he ſeems to have done himſelf, as he would have 
the laity do, that is, to have taken their judgment at 
weond Band, d 7ĩ˙ ̃ 
Hut I let him know, that in the judgment of all that 
underſtand the controverſy, he has given it up; and 
ſo ] pay him my thanks for his complement upon my _ 
argument; which yet I think is no more than its due. 
But let us hear our author's learned reaſons for deny- 
ing this to be their maxim. For, ſays he, befides that 
it allows (upon occaſion) of biſhops ſubordinate to one chief 
in a church or dioceſe, ſuch as there have been, and are, 
under the title of chorepiſcopi, ſuffragans or coadju- f 
ters. 'Theſe are nothing to the purpoſe ; becaule, | 
there being one chief, the monarchical government, 
and the principle of unity, according to the epiſcopal =? 
ſcheme, is {till preſerved. And therefore I ſhall not, 
as J otherwiſe might, ſay any more to them. befides | 
this, I ſay, it may be ound, without any damage to the f 
1 epiſcopal ſcheme (nor is it denied, that 1 {Bos of, by any) 
that there may be (and that lawfully too, upon ſome ſpecial 
and urgent «ccaſion) a plurality of biſhops, governing one 5 
particular church or dioceſe, in the nature of a council or 
„ „ | | ec; 
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governing one particular kingdom. 


: ſee, but one can be the true and rightful biſhop of that 


Ll 
c 


[40] 


. 


eccleſiaſtical ſenate. *Tis a ſign this gentleman, and his 


friends, are not much vers'd in the writers of their own 
ſide; but however, I have helped them to the know- 
ledge they had not before. And a plurality of biſhops 
governing one church, is like a plurality of monarchs 
We ſay indeed, that of oppoſite pretenders to a Ph. 
ee 
which is evident, but nothing to Mr. P=——'s purpoſe. 
Nor was it any thing to his to mention it, 4 there- 
fore I paſs the learned obſervatiom oY 
We ſay too, that the chief government of each particular 
church ought ordinarily to be in a fingle biſhop. But that 
we hold, not as deducible from the notion of a church or 
a biſhop ; but chiefly on account of the ſo antient and 
univerſal preſcriptiun for that monarchical form, which, 


ſettlement of the churches. 


in all probability, had no lower riſe than the ap ſtolical | 


This is extremly fine, tad worthy of the rational 
conduct of our author. They hold-the chief govern= | 
ment ought ordinarily to be in a ſingle biſhop, upon 
the account of the pr eſcription of a monarchical form _ 


of church government; but yet they hold not this 


deducible from the Wotion of a church or a biſhop, as 


the one fignities a monarchy, and the other a mo- 
narch. Here is a pretended preſcription of a monarchi- 
cal epiſcopal government; and yet it may be, accord- 


ing to our author, ariſtocratical, that is, presbyterian. 


They of his own fide, who underſtand the contre- 
verſy, will not thank him for this conceſſion. 


But our author, in the next paſlage, plainly diſco- 


vers the reaſon, why he abandons the epiſcopal ſcheme, 


as it has been conſtantly maintain'd hitherto by the 
moſt learned advocates for it. He ſhews that he. 
could not get over the force of my argument. Let 
but the reader obſerve what he ſays, p. 34. 


Tho therefore tuelve apoſtles were, for ſome time, u- 


lers of the church of Jeruſalem, with equal authority, as 
twelve biſhops (for good cauſe) may be of one church now; 


u; will not therefore folly, that the 7 Re e 


ſtanding capacity biſhops, as that wor 


is now uſed for per- 
lons of an order ſuperior to common presbyters : But n 


2 


( 41) 
Vall thence follow, that the ariſtocratical or presby- 
terian, and not the monarchical or epiſcopal form of 
church government, was the firſt inſtitution of Chriſt. 
And here, as the epiſcopal writers truly own, lies the 
heart of the controverly, which of theſe two forms 
of government is appointed in the church. biſhops 
in that ſenſe) as well as prezbyters being ſuch kind of 
” officers, as may be more than one in one church; tho 
” wow ce a contrary rule hath been ſettled, that ought not 4 
to be, but upon extraordinary ee Now ſince our ig 
author acknowledyes the form of government, as ſettled 5 
at firſt by Chriſt, was ariſtocratical, and pretends a 
_ contrary rule has been ſettled ſince, he ought to prove 
that contrary rule was ſettled by the ſame authority, 
and therefore ſhould have mentioned chapter and _ 
Verſe for it; and the rather, becauſe he knows I am 
free to own my ignorance of any ſuch thing. 
* es 2 our preſent ſenſe, 
they were not ordinary biſhops, but had ſtill a ſuperior cha. 
rater and extraordinary gifts of the Ho, ly Ghoſt ; on which _ 
account it was not reaſonable that all thoſe rules and 
* maxims ſhould take place as to them, which were fit to be 
eftabliſh*d for their Fcceſſors the ordinary biſhops in after 
. RD Bos DEE CO TREES... 
S There are two ſmall faults in this paſſage : firſt, 
that it claſhes with his way of arguing before concern- 
ing Timothy and Titus. When I argued their ſuperio- 
rity was owing to their extraordinary gifts, and con- 
© Afſequently ceaſed with them; he inſiſted upon it, that 
their ſuperiority being a matter of ſuch a nature as 
requir'd ho extraordinary gifts, tis to be preſumed they 
were to have ſucceſſors in it, and that that form of 
government, ſo ſettled by the apoſtle, was intended 
for continuance. See p. 30. And now when, from thge 
twelve apoſiles being equally intruſted with the go- . '% 
vernment of the ſingle church of Jeruſalem, which 
| likewiſe required no extraordinary gifts, I argue they 
were to have ſucceſſors of the ſame kind, that is, more 
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2. Tho the apoſtles were biſhops in 
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than one in one church, and that the form of govern- 5.5 

ment, thus ſettled by Chriſt, was intended for continu n- 
ance; he would ſhuffle it off with their having a 
TE ſuperior character, and a amr gifts of ena Y 
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(42) 


Ghoſt. The other fault of this paſſage is, that the 


thing he alleges makes directly againſt him. For if 


_ Chriit did not appoint a monarchical form of govern- 
ment in his church, when by reaſun of thoſe extraor- 
dinary gifts there were ſo many, out of whom he 
might have choſen one fit to be intruſted with it; 


we have much lels reaſon to imagine, he delign'd to 


appoint that form of government in after times, when 


by reaſon of the cealing of thoſe gifts, it would be 
much more dangerous; and ſo we {ee it actually proved, > 


When his inſtitution was alter d. 


3. Aud yet it doth not appear, nor is it probable, that 
the apoſtles ever had the government of the.church of Je- 
ruſalem, with equal power, as that was a particular 
church, diſtinct from the univerſal, In anſwer to this: 
+» (1.).1 query, whether the church of Jeruſalem wass 
not a particular church? If it was, ſure that is enough _ 
for my purpoſe; and we have therein a platform for- 
the government of other particular churches, when they 
RA. / y ee 
. 2.) Did that circumſtance, of being the univerſal church, 
make any difference in the caſe of the particular church 
of Jeruſalem, from other particular churches? What 
is meant by its being the univerſal church, but this, 
that there were then no other churches ſet up? And 
did the planting another church in another place, 
make any alteration in the caſe of the particular church 


of Jeruſalem? _ 


68. If this ariſtocratical government was fix'd in the 
church of Jeruſalem, when it was the univerſal church; 
there is the more reaſon to think that the ſame govern- 
ment was to be fix'd in all other particular churches, 

of which the univerſal church was to be conſtituted. 
( 4.) Our author is miſtaken, in thinking it not pro- 


bable, that the apoſtles ever had the government of 
that church with equal power, as that was a particular 
church diſtinct from the. univerſal. For the church of 
Jeruſalem ceaſed to be the univerſal church, as ſoon as 
any chriſtian church was ſetup in any other place. And 
by Ads viii. it appears there was a church , planted at 
\ Samaria, before the apoſtles, any of them, left their 
reſidence at Ferrfalem : ſee wer}. 1, 25, Now L pre : 
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of Feruſalem, at its firlt plan eing. 
And now inſtead of conſidering our author's recapi- 
tulation, I ſhall deſire the reader to conſider how far 
We are got in the controverſy. The evidence of the 
truth on our fide is ſo plain and clear, that it has for- 
ced this advocate for epiſcopacy, tho* a man of the 
© moſt conſummate conduct, to give up the fundamental 
maxim of the epiſcopal ſcheme, and to allow the go- 
vernment of the church may be what his own party 
count abſurd, monſtrous, and heretical. Certainly it 
does not look candid and ingenuous, when men for 
the ſake of a darling notion, which they reſolve at any 
rate to maintain, will diſown a thing to be a funda- 
mental maxim with their writers, tho it be notoriouſly 
ſo- . Tis hard to ſuppoſe this author, if he is acquaint- 


C44.) = 


ſuade my ſelf, our author will grant the apoltles con- 


tinued the rulers of that church as our lord left them, 


while they remained together in it. And let him try, 


if he can aſſign the leaſt probability of their ſettling 
St. James the biſhop, or preſident of Jeruſalem, before 
they reſolved to diſperſe themſelves thrv* the world. 
And this will ſerve to anſwer what next follows. 
pan the arifing of which diſtinction, y the ſpreading of 
_ chriſtianity into other countries, we find the 
ſalem ſoon had its fingle biſhop, according to ſuch accounts 
as are well worthy our acceptation. For my own part, I 
abſolutely deny (he will bear with my conduct) that the 
church of Jeruſalem had any otherwiſe a ſingle biſhop, 
after the ſpreading of chriſtianity, than it always had 
from its firſt foundation. St. Peter, by our lord's in- 
ſtitution, was as much the biſhop of Jeruſalem before 
the ſpreading of chriſtianity, as St. 
Wards; not to mention what I faid before, that 'tis 
| Probable St. Peter preſided among the apoſtles at Jeru- 
ſalem, for ſometime after chriſtianity was ſpread into 
.. or rm ee 
But in the government of the univerſal church, and ſo 
c every part thereof, in what concern d the whole, in that 
Aue allow they were always equal, And that is agreeable 
enough to the proteſtant epiſcopal ſcheme. But this is not 
at all to the purpoſe. My argument is only from their 
having equally the government of the particular church 
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ed with the writers of his own fide, could beleive this 
was not a fundamental maxim of their ſcheme, which 
he ſaw my argument did effectually overthrow, Well, 
'tis evident, I think, as much to a demonſtration as 
theſe things are capable, that the form of church go- 
vernment, by the firſt inſtitution of our lord himſelf, 
was not monarchical, that is, epiſcopal ; but ariſtocrati» 
cal, that is, presbyterian, Now I appeal to all men, 


n can ſeem probable, that our lord would 


appoint a form of government in his church, which 


he never intended ſhould laſt above five or fix years | 


at moſt, but ſhould be then intirely alter'd from ari- 
ſtocracy to monarchy? Did he not, do we think, 


| foreſee all the inconveniencies, which epiſcopal writers 


pretend to diſcern in that form of government? What 


_ occaſion then could he have to appoint it at all ? Is it | 
not reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that by fixing a government 
in the only church he left in the world, when he de- 


8 parted out of it, he deſign d to give a platform for the go- 


vernment of all the churches which ſhould be afterwards = 


| planted ? Or however, ſince our author pretends there 


was an alteration afterwards made in this order, ſhould 
not the matter of fact, and the warrant for that altera- 


tion be made as plain and clear, as the firſt inſtitution. 


itſelf is? But is there any thing like this? So far as 


we have gone, I am ſatisfied there is no appearance 
of it. And J ſhall yet have occaſion further to ſhew- 
there is nothing that can be pretended from the ſcripture, 


but what is perfectly agreeable with our lord's firſk 


| inſtitution. And will not any man think my ſcheme 
more rational, and more honourable to our bleſſed 

lord, than the epiſcopal ; ſince I ſuppoſe his firſt 

| inſtitution ſo exact and perfect, as that it needed not 

any ſubſequent alteration and amendment? For my 

own part, theſe things ſeem to me ſo plain and certain, 

that I cannot deviſe what anſwer can be given to 


them; and cannot much wonder at my ſelf, that I am 


very apt to ſpeak of them with a degree of aſſurance. 
And if that ſhould be a fault in me, I will lay the 
blame henceforth upon thoſe who write —_ me, 


| who, all of them, take care to contirm me in my opi- 
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his recapitulation. 


.--, Cant: 


nion. And if our author has an inclination to examine 


further back into my conduct, he will eaſily find that 


at firſt I ſpake of theſe things with leſs aſſurance, as it 


was but decent, till upon tryal L found nothing could f : 


be ſaid againſt them. 


He has het another paragraph upon this head, after 


I havue not urg dthe ſuffrage of follewing antiquity in this - 


caſe (tho it be moſt unreaſonable to aſſert againſt it without: 
good proof) becauſe I confine myſelf' at preſent to grounds of 

ſcripture ny. 35. J hope ſcripture proof may paſs for 
good, and t 
tion; and when the proof from thence is ſo clear, the 
 ſuttrage of antiquity is no great matter. One particular 
place of which ſoripture] I ſhall here, by way of ſur- 

 pluſage, refer to the conſideration of the learned and judi» 
cious. St. Paul, L Tim. vl. 75 14. charges Timothy 
im a moſt ſolemn manner to k 

(uhich moſt probably is to be, and generally is, underſtood. 
cf the whole complex of precepts 9 him in that Epiſtle, 


at our author has had to his own convic- 


eep. the commandment 


| or. the whole duty of his office) without ſpot, unre- 

'  bukeable, until the appearing o 1 

'. where the apoſtle ſeems to freak to Timothy, not as an. 

individual perſon (becauſe, as ſuch, he was to die long, 

before the appearing of our lord Jeſus Chriſt) but as aw, 

bo officer to continue by ſucceſſion, to the world's end : in like. © 
manner as we underſtand the promiſe of Chriſt to his a» 


our lord Telus, Chriſt: 


poſtles, Matth. xxvili. 20. F this interpretation be right, 


eis certain that Timothy was to have ſucceſſors in the 
' office he then bore, whereby he was ſuperior to mere press 


kg ene. iſeop acy aff erted, p. 84. ſuggeſts this; but - 


Dr. Whitby makes the commandment refer to the 11 


and 12 verſes : But thou, O man of God, flee theſe things, 


and follow after righteouſneſs, godlineſs, faith, love, pa- 
BE 8 tience, : meekneſs. Fight the good fight of faith, Jay ola , 


on eternal life, whereunto thou art called, and haſt. pro- 


eſſed a good profeſſion before many, witneſſes, And Dr. 


Hammond thus paraphraſes the 1 4. verſe * Th at 


_ < thou keep cloſe to the evangelical rule, and continue 


© conſtant without any blemiſh or blame, without any 


. falling off in time of hazard &c. And indeed, con- 


1 ſidering 


1 L 46 J 
ſidering that tis in the Greek vu, and not muy ; and 
that the more faithful rendering would be the com- 
mandment, rather than this commandment; Dr. Ham- 
mond's interpretation may ſeem beſt. But let us ſup- - 
poſe our author to be in the right, When he refers the 
commandment to all the precepts in the Epiſtle: will 
he thence conclude the apoſtle did not ſpeak to Timothy 
zs an individual perſon, becauſe he was to die long be- 
fore the appearance of Chriſt? If Timotuy kept the 
commandment till death, was not that in ettect a keep- 


ing it till Chriſt's appearing ? And may not the-apolitle f 


chuſe to ſpeak of Chriſt's appearance, rather than of 
 Timothy's death, becauſe he thought that more likely 
to move and quicken him? So Chryſeſtom, Theophylatt, 


and Oecumenius explain his words: who by the way : 


dont agree with our author in his notion of the com- 


' mandment the apoſtle refers to. And truly 1 cant ſee, 


but we mult interpret ſome other places of ſcripture 


after the ſame manner. Jam. v. 7, Be patient therefore, 


bretlren, unto the coming of our lord. 2 Pet. iii. 10, 11, 


2 12. and many other places. But let it be further ſyp- 
poſed to refer to Timothy and his ſucceſſors. Timothy 5 
then muſt have ſucceſſors in that work he is required 


to do in that Epiſtle. And did 1 not grant that alſo, 1 
could not be for any ſuch ordination and government, 
as 1 have pleaded for in the Sermon. Well, but he muſt 


have ſucceſſors in his ſuperiority over mere presbyters. 
No this is a miſtake : Timothy himſelf, conſidered in 
his ordinary ſtanding capacity, was but a mere presbyter; 


as is evident from the proof I have given that the a- 


poſtles were no more. Now if only a precedence f 


one among ſeveral of the ſame office, for order ſake, 
Vere all that he contended for, I would not quarrel with 


him about that; for I am heartily for it, and have never 


ſaid the leaſt word againſt it. But the ſuperiority of 
Timothy, by reaſon of his extraordinary gifts, was ſome- 
what more than what any of our biſhops will, I ſuppole, 
pretend to ſucceed him in. Theſe extraordinary gifts 
gave him a right when he came to any church, where 
there were only ordinary officers, to preſide and have 
the chief hand in ordination and government; which 
no biſhop now pretends to claim out of his own poaper 


RE 

juriſdiction. And if this ſuperiority depended wholly up- 
on his extraordinary gifts (and our author has {aid no- 
thing yet, that looks like a proof of the contrary) then 
it muſt in courſe ceale with theſe extraordinary gifts, 
and not be derived down to any ſucceſſors. He 
proceeds now to my ſecond particul ac. 
2. Timothy was never what they call Biſhop of 

5: obeſe: and; 1:76 ab Ie. on Ee 

| Rem. This is in the uſual ftrain.. He is not contented 


to ſay, It doth not appear from ſcripture, or, It doth 


not any ways appear, they were what we call biſhops 
of, Cc. But he is poſitive, they never were fo, 
And where is the hurt of a man's ſpeaking poſitively 


of that, which he is able moſt fully and clearly to 


prove? Had I ſaid this without giving my reaſons, it 

had been ſomewhat; but that is a method other people 
are better acquainted with. And why might not 1 
| peak in that manner of a thing, which Dr. Whitby 

himſelf, in the paſſage I have cited from the preface to 


Titus, aſſerts that he believes? Nay, and our author 


are againſt him, p. 36. 


himſelf cannot be poſitive of the contrary, but ſeems 
to give it up immediately, as we ſhall fee in the next 
OOO a on gg og 
The ſcripture doth not give us their hiſtory to their 
deaths : and the earlieſt aſter accounts we have of them 
And what if the ſcripture do's not give us their 
hiſtory to their deaths, is there no other way of com- 


ing to the knowledge of ſuch a matter? Is not the 
proof I have given under the former head full againſt 


their being of a ſuperior order to presbyters, fince the 
apoſtles themſelves in their ſtanding capacity were not? 
Beſides, if their pretended epiſcopacy is 1 . from 
the ſcripture, which alone can be of any moment in 
this matter, and the weakneſs of all pleas from thence 
be made out, and no foundation is leſt for the thing; 
may not a man with aſſurance deny it, or advance his 
propoſition againſt it? Nor have I more aſſerted they 
were not biſhops of thoſe churches, than ſome of his 
own party have aſſerted they were. And what are 
theſe earlieſt after accounts, about which our author 
bluſters? Are they the writers who lived preſently af- - 
ter Timothy and Titus? Let Dr. }/hitby ſpeak here, 


frefice io Tin; & Now of this mater [Timor an 
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"Titus being biſbopy, the one of Epheſus, the other's 
Crete] © I confeſs I can find nothing in any writer 6f 


the three firſt centuries, nor any. intimation that 
they bore that fame: but this defect is abundatitly 
cc ſupplied by the concurrent ſuffrage of the fourth and 


« fifth centuries.” And is any 5 eat ſtreſs to be lad 
upon the teſtimonies of the fourth and fifth centuries, 


= about ſuch a matter of fact? For my part, I wonder 


men will vapour of afitiquity in a matter, about which 


+ whether there be not ground in ſcripture to aim, they 


they have no earlier teſtimonies to produce. 
Hut let us ſee what he alleges, and at the ſame'ti 


T's 


were what we cull biſbops, and i fe biſhops of the 
0 be 


*thurches aforeſaid. 


| Jo; Heedlefly. wrafigie with me? of ound 
| © AIhey reſided there for ſome time to ſettle matters 
| ec in thoſe churches, and to put them into good 


< order; and ſo they did in other places; as Titus 


e in Dalmatia, 2 Tim. iv. 10. and Timothy in Mace- 
dc donta, Acts xix. 22. Corinth, 1 Cor. iv. 17. and Theſ- 


* ſabonica, 1 Thefſ, iii. 2. And therefore they may as 


* 


A ell be ſtifd biſhops of hee 
Rem. Of Titus uo more is ſaid, than that he was gone 
num Dalmatia ; nor of Timot 
And what did our author think they went to thoſe 
Places for? Do's he meaſure their imployment by _ 
 _-*that'of our modern biſhops? Does he ſuppoſe they 
Were ſent to be NN or lords in parliament? They 
Went about with a d 0 


y, than that he was ent 


went with a deſign, as well as an authority, to 
do the buſineſs of their office. And I would fain have 


Qt author tell us, whether theſe perſons had not fie 


Lame power in any churches, which they had reſpe- 


Ettvely at Ephefus and Crete. Let us imagine, that theyß 


. 


came to churches where 1 had biſhops ſettled a- 
mong them: did they then 


mong them: did they then lay aſide their character, 

and not act as evangeliſts? Let Dr. Whitby again 
peak his mind, pre, to Tit. Now, I confe s, th _— 
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| in effect biſhops of thoſe. 
Churehes, is, according to the common uſe of that wax 
of ſpeaking, the ame as not to be properly the biſhops | 
of thoſe churches. And why then ſhouſd our author 


— © |, | 
ce two inſtances [of Timothy and Titus] abſolutely 
© taken, attord us no convincing arguments for a 
es ſettled dioceſan epiſcopacy ; becauſe there is nothing 
© which proves they did, or were to exerciſe theſe 
c acts of government, rather as bilhops than evange- 
e lifts; for tis certain that the order of evangeliſts 
Vas ſuperior to that of governments, and ſo inclu- 
e ded an authority to do thoſe acts of government. 
„ Accordingly,- in thoſe places where theſe evange- 
| * liſts preached, they did 9 ũ NY Kalisayat, conſti- 
© tute paſtors, and then went on to preach in other 


on places. * bh 5 V 
Hut to go on with our author: Ve find indeed, 
I Cox, iv. 17. that Timothy was ſent to Corinth, to put 
the chriſtians there in remembrance of the doctriue and pra- 
_ Elice of St. Paul, who in the foregoing verſe exhorts them 
to be followers of him. And, 1 Theſſ. iii. 2. that he 
was ſent to 'Thellalonica, fo eſlabliſh the chriſtians there, 
and comfort them concerning the faith. Us neither of 
which paſſages doth it appear, that he was to do any thing 
at Corinth, or Theſſalonica, which doth in our notion re- 


What 1 have ſaid before is a ſufficient anſwer 
to this. However, I will here add one place con- 
cerning Timoth)'s going to Corinth, which may give _ 
us a hint what character he was to appear in, and 
be received there, 1 Cor. xvi. 10. Now 51 Timotheus 
comè to you, fee that he may be with you without fcar: 


for he worketh the work of the lord, even as I alſo do. 
The laſt words are thus paraphraſed by Dr. Hammond: 
* *# And do ye look upon him as ye would upon me.” 
And how can this be, unleſs he had as high a chara- 
Cter, and as much power in the church of Corinth, as 
in that of Epheſus? Had the apoſtle uſed ſuch an 
_ expreſſion concerning Timothy, in his letter to the Ephe- 
ans, what a. fearful outcry would our adverſaries have, 
made, and how triumphantly would they have run 
aus down with it? But happening to ſtand in a wrong 
place, little notice has been taken of it. And when 
the apoſtle adds there, v, 11. Let no man therefore de- 
ſpiſe him; the Dr. gives this as the ſenſe : © Take heed 
* to all. that he faith, let him have an authority among 
* you.” I query then, 2 kind of authority he was 
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to have; that of a presbyter, or a biſhop, according to 


[ 50 ] 


our author's fancy? 


Niw did we argue that Timothy was biſhop of Ephe- 


ſus, and Titus of Crete, merely becauſe they were once in 
thoſe places, or lecauſe they were ſent thither, on ſome ccca- 


ſion, to admoniſh, ſtrengthen and encourage the brethren, 


_ we ſhould ug as weakly as he repreſents us. 


And is it not the ſame thing, when you argue from 


| their being there only with ſuch a power and authority, 
as they had, in the judgment of your own friends, in 
other places where they came? As to the argument 


they build upon, I ſhall ſpeak to it afterwards. 


_, * Farther, how could Timethy be biſhop of Epheſus, 5 


cc 


* according to the modern way of ſpeaking, ſince we 


are ſure there were other biſhops to rule that church? 


„Thus the presbyters are call'd, As xx. 28. Take 


EE 


_ © biſhops ; prudently, without all doubt, conſidering ic 


than one in a. church ſhould be ſtil'd biſhops, and ” 
cc have the government of the church committed to | : 


heea unto your ſelues, and to all the flock, ever which 


he Holy Ghoft hath made you biſhops. Where our 


. (0 


* tran{lators have, contrary to their own way of ren- 
dering the word, tranſlated it overſeers, rather than 


would ſound odd to epiſcopal ears, that more perſons 


„ „„ » » hi 


* * 


Rem. p. 37. Here ſurely'is a want of that ſtrift regard = 


90 truth, which every chriſtian ſhould pay, aud more ejpe- = 
cially every one that pretends to be a miniſter” of Chriſt, 


and above all in his ſermons. Had Mr. P. only ſaid, it 


ii probable our tranſlators rendered the word [imanone | 
| overſeers, Acis xx. 28. out of the conſideration he aſſigns, 
it were perhaps excuſable. But to ſay, without all doubt, 


it was ſo, is a treſpaſs againſt veracity, not to be made 


light of. Aud for my part, I really do nut believe they | 
were ſway'd by that conſideration. DD TA To. e 


my reaſons preſently. But then as to my uſing that 
expreſſion, withort all doubt, tis plain it refers ro the 


Now why I think they conſidered this, I ſhall give 


_ prudence of their conduct. And what ſort ofprudence 
that was is obvious. And is it not unaccountably 

weak and impertinent, for our author to impeach my 
veracity for a thing, which he is actually, in the ſame 


1 65 treatiſe, 5 
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treatiſe, guilty of himſelf ? Thus when I had ſaid: 
© I was willing to let our people fee, they had no 
* need to trouble themſelves about what they bring 
_* from fathers and councils : ?' he anſwers me, p. 2. 
*Tis prudently done, no doubt, to keep their penple from 
regarding what we bring from fathers and councils. It were 
dangerous to let them have an eftcem of the fignificancy of 
what is to be found ia them. And yet he is not able to 
give ſo much evidence of my apprehending any danger 
from their knowing what is in fathers and councils, as 
I am to ſhew our tranſators did not act very fairly in 
theit trantlifing this paffige ac 
But to come to the reaſons, why I think they tranſ- 
lated this place with a party deſign, they are ſuch as 
theſe. The tranſlation was made at a time when the 
controverſy concerning epiſcopacy was very hot, and 
the epiſcopal party were carrying on their cauſe by the 
_ worſt of methods, I mean perſecution. And *tis no 
great injury to ſuppoſe the ſame party, who would not 
Pick at ſuch a method of ſerving their cauſe, might 
not be very averle to others as bad. They ſeem to me 


to have acted with partiality in other inſtances; as 


particularly in tranſlating Philipp. ii. 10 At the name of 
 Feſus every knee ſhall bow. Act. xii. 4 Intending after 
_ eaſter to bring him forth; tho they have always render d 
the ſame word elſewere the paſſover. And if the tranf- | 
lators made the contents of Pſalm cxlix. I think we 
have there a notorious inſtance of their want of a due 


1 Hirneſs, when they ſay: Ihe prophet exhorteth to 


* praiſe God, for that power which he has given to the 
church to rule the conſciences of men.“ And I have 
taken notice of other inſtances of the like nature in their 
verſion. Now the controverſy being at that time very 
warm, and this being a text which the oppoſers of di- 
_ ocefan epiſcopacy had always inſiſted upon, tis next 
to impoſſible but that they muſt have render d the word 
overſeers upon ſome delign, and not caſually ; and ef- 
pecially, conſidering that they conſtantly render the 
ſame word % eps in other places. And every one 
muſt ſee, that ſince this was a controverted place, upon 
_ which great ſtreſs uſed to be laid, they eught to have 
render'd it % Dos here, 15 they would have dealt Is : 
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and then hey had left it to every common reader ta 
judge of the ſenſe of the apoſile : whereas now a miſt 


zs caſt before the eyes of ſuch. 


Il would not be thought to diſparage our tranſlators, : 
who have certainly deſerved well of the nation, by the 


pains they have taken, and whom I highly honour up- i | 


on that account. And *tis very probable the ſeveral 
poaflages, which carry the greateſt appearance of parti- 
ality, may be all owing to one ſingle perſon. To this 


2 purpoſe 1 will here tranſcribe what Mr. Pryape tells 


us, p. 3. of his Moderate, eme apology for indulging 
_ chriſtian liberty Cc. in not bowing at, or to the name of 
Jeſus. True it is, the laſt Ezglih tranſlation (made 
hy King James's ſpecial appointment) reads it at the 
name, contrary to the Book of common prayer, and 
c all former tranſlations approved by our church. How © 
c {this came to paſs, I ſhall relate from credible infor- 


© mation. When this new tranſlation of the Bible was 


f ; ; K. fully finiſhed by the tranſlators, and preſented to King Ts 
©. James, he appointed biſhop Andrews to have the laſt 
<< peruſal of it, who thereupon dealt with it, as Mr. 
© Coxens ſince did with the Common prayer book, and 


cc turn'd the tranſlators in into at, without their privity 
Fc or approbation; as making beſt for the ceremony of 
„ bowing at the name of Jeſus, which he had a little 
cc before (and ſince too) preached for in a court ſermon; _ 
by which means our laſt tranſlation now renders this 
text, at the name, whereas the tranſlators (accord- 


85 2 ing to the former Engliſh editions) had truly rende r d | 
<« jt in the name.” And "tis very poſſible our tranſla- | 


tors might have impartially render'd the text in Act: 


xXx. and that the ſame Bp. may alone deſerve the cen- 
ſure of unfair dealing. He was as zealous for epiſcopa- 
cy, as for ceremonies ; and was as likely to corrupt the 
tranſlation in one inſtance, as in t'other. What Mr. 
Prynne hints here concerning Mr. Cczens, he relates 
more fully a little before. The Common prayer books, 


© bothof K. Edward vi. Queen Elizabeth, K. James, 
e and K. Charles, ratified by ſeveral acts of parhament, 


© in the Epiſtle on the ſunday next before eaſter, until 
4̃ the year 1029, all read it, in the name 0 Jeſus. Which 
© Mr. John Cexeus (a great patriot of this ceremonious 
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** bowing,) well conſidering, and knowing it gave 2 
fatal blow to this bowing at the name of Jeſus, i 
know not by what authority, cauſed the Common- 
prayer book to be correcied (in truth, corrupted, 
_< perverted) in this particular, changing in into at the 
name; by means whereof, moſt, if not all our Com- 
* mon prayer books, printed ſince the year 1629. render 
it at the name, whereas all before that year read it 
e molt truly, 72 the name, according to the original. 
Loet us now hear our author's reaſons, why he do's 
not believe they were [way'd by the contideration I in- 


3 


1 Becauſe it ſeems not agreeable to the reſt of their conn¹ 
Aut; particularly Philipp. i. I. where yet it ſounds to tbe 


full as much like more biſhops than one in a church, as it 


_ | i 

e here. 3j a 1 
M very much diſſent from our author herein. The 
Context in the Acts carries it much more plainly to an N 
Ezyugliſb reader, when the text is fairly render d, that 15 

there were ore biſhops than one in the ſingle church El 


Of Epheſus. They are jult before call'd the elders of the 
church; and Epheſus is named as the place, where the * 
Church, of which they were elders or biſhops, was, . 
17. And ſrom Miletus he ſent unto Epheſus, and called . if 
the elders of the church. Now this is not the caſe in the ot 
_ Epiſtle to the Philippians, where no near mention is 
made of a church, but they are ſpoken of under the 
title of ſaints. To the ſaints in Chriſt Jeſus which are at 
Philippi, with the bijhops and deacons. Belides they 
- guarded againſt another inconyenience, which was ſin- 
gularly neceflary. They had provided in the poſtſcript 
to the ſecond Epiſtle to Timothy, a ſingle biſhop for E- 
pheſus, and therefore there was the more we? Jy why. 
they ſhould not lead people into the thought, that 
there were ſeveral more biſhops there beſide: but there 
is nothing like this in the caſe of the Philippians, =_ 
2. Becan|ſe I ſee a better reaſon for this their 2 
ieee, viz. to do juſtice to the original: where the word 
dus being proper to put thoſe,to whom the apoſtle ſpoke, 
in miud of the duty he was charging them with, to take, if 
_ heed to the flock, and therefore, probably, uſed by him 
rather than ageafuTiges, fome part of the force of that ex» il 


CY 


VV 
1 05 had been loft to Engliſh readers, by tranſlating it 
'biſhops, which is preſerv'd ebvious in the preſent ren- 
ring And this I judge was the conſideration that fway'd 

them to it. BE | oe ug 5 


x 


It may be doybted very much, whether our author 
is not miſtaken, in aſſigning the reaſon of the apoſtle's 
uſing the word mo» az; here. Tis I think evident 
the apoſtles uſed the terms promiſcuoully, calling the 


: fame perſons presbyters in one verfe, and biſhops FF. 


another, without any particular reaſon that appears. 
Thus we have another place to this purpoſe : Tit. 1. 
he calls thole elders or presbyters, v. 5. whom he calls 
biſhops, v. 7. And I obſerve, that when St. Peter is 
giving directions to miniſters, in like manner as St. 


Paul do's here, he beſpeaks them under the title of 


i the. apoſt 


. what I chiefly inſiſt upon is, 
e had meant to lay fuch a ſtreſs upon 


the word m 7s, he would, inſtead of iv &, in al! 


N probability have ſaid 8, which I believe will be found _ 


more agreeable to the Greek's way of uſing that word. 


And if our tranſlators render'd jt here overſeers, for 


the reaſon pretended by our author; they would have 


I done ſo in another place, Where they may ſeem to 


have as much reaſon at leaſt for it, 1 Pet. ii. 25. Te are 


nom return d to the ſhepherd and biſhop of your ſouls. _ 


Again, the word overſeers was likely to be leſs regard- 


ed by common Engliſb readers, than that of biſhops. 


They have ſome great notion of the office of a biſhop, 


ET from the reputation which the office of a biſhop has 


among us; but overſeers is a diminutive term, which 
might well enough comport with inferior officers. But 
_ ſuppoſing our author were ever fo right in his gueſs at 
their reaſons; yet the thing was not fair, to deal fo 
with a controverted text, and eſpecially for them not 

to take notice of another rendering in the margin, 


which tis ſo uſual for them to do, when they have - 


J Rn Eo I nn: 
On which account alſo, and for that congruity with the 
word overſeers, it was, I ſuppoſe, that they tranſlated 
2 &, over which; when tis certain that iy in all the va- 
viety of its Per we doth not figniſy over, nor have 

they ſo readei'd it any where elſe that I can find. 585 


3 157 PD 
„ This [ take to be rather a confirmation of what F 
ſay, as it ſhews they receeded from their own way of 
Interpreting in two inſtances together, which looks 
the more like unfair dealing with the text. And truly 
had F oblerv'd it, I ſhould have taken notice of it to 
this purpoſe. But being very ſure of the word a 
us being uſed there, I did not, I believe, look into 
the Greet. And as to his reflection upon my retaining 
over which in my rendering, I can't imagine what de- 
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ſign I could have in it; for as I am free to own in . 1 
_ which is much the better, fo I think it is every whit 


— 


as much to my purpoſe. And 'tis remarkable the bi- 
ſhop of Oxfvid, whom he ſo much commends, was 
_ guilty of the ſame overſight. See his Diſcourſe of church _ 
ö; 8 
Jo come now to this argument from that text, the ver- 
fon whereof we have been conſidering. I anſuer, 
I. That there is nething here implying, that the perſons 
| ſpoken of had no ſuperior. For is it their being calld bis- 
ſhops? But as we: generally allow mere presbyters to be 


ſometimes fienified by that term 1% ſcripture, % lis certain 
here is no forte in it to exclude a ſuperior, p. 38. 


CTCeertainly the giving them the entire charge of the 
flock, without the leaſt hint of a ſuperior, is ſufficient 
to imply, they had no fixed ſuperior in their church. 

Flad this charge indeed been given them by Timethy, 
when he was going from them for a ſeaſon, and there- 
fore left it to them {as Cyprian did to his presbyters during 
his receſs) to diſcharge his office, as well as their own, Wl 
there would be ſome colour for this ſhift. But as this il} 
charge is given by St. Paul, without the leaſt hint of 
any limited time it was to lie upon them, or of any ſu- 
perior whom they were peculiarly to ſubmit to; with- 
out the leaſt intimation how they were to ſubmit to Ti- 
 mothy upon his return, or to any orders he thould ſend 
them during his abſence; certainly the ſuppoling Ti- 
 mothy to be ſuperior to them is very precarious and un- 
JJ... DO ODE DL "OAT = 
Nor willall his own party agree, there is no force 
in the term % to exclude a ſuperior. Biſhop Pear- 
ſen will not allow, that the term biſhops is ever uſed 
ſor any other than proper biſhops ; and Dr. Hoa 


| thibks, both the terms biſhops and presbyters ſignify 
proper biſhops. And thele are no mean writers of the 
_ epiſcopal party; ſo that our author might without any 
diſparagement to his conduct have abated of his conh- 
dence, when he ſaid, Iis certain, there is no force in 


0 term to exclude a ſuperior which yet I ſhould not 


ment, had he not by his reflections upon me for ſuch 


ſerv'd ſuch a retaliation. | 


_ expreſſions, when 1 had more reaſon for them, de- 
Aud as for the phraſe of biſhops over the flock, that _ 
| bath appear d to 


fo, I laid no ſtreſs upon it. 1s it then their being charged 


do take heed to the flock ; and in the next words, to feed 


time to be abſent 


the church of God? But that is no more than is proper 
to be given in charge to ſuch presbyters, as have a bilbop 
oder them; 2 if he be compell d, or oblig d, for a 


9 . the 118055 are intruſted with the ſole power 
9 


ave cenſured in him when he was purſuing his argu- 


e a miſtranſlation. And if it were not 


| from them. This is not agreeable to 
the principles of his own party, who, as I.have ſhew'd, 


government. His Jpecialy, &c. is anſwer'd before. 


-_ fhall only add, that t 


is precept of feeding, is under- | 


ſtood in other places to ſignifie the highelt power in 
the church. So when Chrilt is ſaid to feed his flock as 


a ſhepherd, Iſa. xl. 11. when Peter is bid to. feed Chriſt's 


© ſheep and lambs, John xxi. 15, 16, 17. and when the 
elders are bid to feed the flock of God, 1 Pet. v. 2. And 


hy it ſhould not ſignifie the ſame here, I cannot ima- | 


gine. I ſhall therefore only obſerve, that as Dr. Ham- 


mond ſuppoſes theſe elders were proper biſhops; ſo he _ 


thus paraphraſes this, feed the church of God: © Rule and 


© order all the faithful chriſtians under you.“ Compare 
his note upon 1 Cor. xii. 28. And Theophylatt com- 
menting upon theſe words of Chriſt to Peter, feed my _ 

: ſheep, ſays : © He committed to him THY TFEISEATI OY TOY of 


ig bn TerCamur, the prefecture of all his ſheep 


© thro the world.” And why muſt not feeding have 
the ſame ſenſe in the place before us, with reference to 


the church of Epheſus? ss 5 
Is it, laſth, the no mention of am ſuperior they had? 
But to argue from the filence of ſcripture, without very 
- ttrong correborating circumſtances, is well known to be migh- 
EE EE nn: rom 


1 771 


Our author means, when this way of arguing haps 
pens to be uled on the W1ung lide. 'Ihis is the a: us 


ment he uſes, to prove 77m. thy and Titus alone had 
each of them the power of ordination, becauie there 

is no mention of any to be join'd with them. And 1 
hope, it will be no prelumntion to ſay the corrobora- 


ting circumtlances are not ſo | iirong for his arg ment, 
as they are for mine. Eut our author pre ceeds : 4. 
2. I auſwer further, Tout tis not probiible tht the h 


der, 'S, P. eſbyters, or bi. ops, here ſpoten to, were the pare 


_ ticular chirch of Epheſus 05 ty, hut of that, and orher 


b neighbouring churches, and ſome of thei, ret Ap 70b; ts ; 


 bijhops in the pec. an. feate. 


"But this, with a humble ſubmif Ton, 1 Ttake to be con- 
trary to St. Luis words; for he lays, that he ſent nd 
call'd, not the elders of the c , bur of 18 9 5 
V. 17. Nowy our author ought not to dude e Mt bx 

- 7... he church in the iingular, is meant more, 15 urche. than 
bone; unleſs he can y roduc e an example in the N Leſta- 
ment, where the church inthe {.ncula Ir ev: r Cant les 

more than a particular church, except hen the catholic 


N church 3 1s ſpoke n of. 


For the words of St. P Paul 7. 25 0% ie <: 1Þ. Ve all 
| among \ whom I have gone ede he kingdom of 
God, cannot well be und: Jena Ul thb elders of the Ephe- : 


” line church only. 


And why can they r not? 2 he di meulty be in the 
: wed Samy? Is there not a very goo!! realon to be gi- 
ven for that from v. 20, where he © 055 he had ee 


. them pub; ickly, and Tr 07 51 107: fe 40 houſe * 


And the vene-able Irenxus, who wt the audit of BOY: 


3 diſciple of an ap lle in in tmoſe wery parts (where 


alſo he was probably a native) ſays pr , Adverſus a 
2 lib. 11 1. c. 14. that they whom It. Laul call'd to- 


get her at Miletus, were biſhops and presbyters from 
Eßpheſus and the other neighbouring cities. And either 
of the terms, by which they 4 denoted 'n ſer ipture, my 


very well comprehend, both orders or degrees. 


Iris true, Jrenaus ſpeaks in that manner: but I hope 1 
the authority of St. Luke may be as good as his. And 


till ſomewhat is produced againſt what I haye juſt now 


: alleg'd, his authority, in this cafe, will bear me out in 


= 2 

HEN are 
— 

—— 


— Wh. — 20, eo — OT IR Po, 2 


— 

- 

2 
es. ms. a 


anne — 


. 
1 
— 

— 

— _ — 
—— — —„—¾ 
— — 

= — 2 


1 3 © 
— —„—¾— — — — 
i - 


* 
— 
1 
by 


— —e— 
* 


96 STEEL 1. 


” 
—ͤä——0 — _ 


— 


. , 
— —ͤ—ͤ— — — 


L 58 

my opinicn, that they were only the presbyters of 
— Evlejus. And Lenau might be as much mitiaken in 

ſuch a matter of fact, norwith!.anding the circumſtances. 
mention'd by our author, as he was in the age of our 
ſaviour, And why theu!d our author take for granted 
there v. cre then two orders, when he knows 'tis deny'd 
by us, and by ſeme of his own party too? But ſo hap- 
py is his {cheme, that let the apoltle ſpeak how he will, 
it mull be to his purpoſe ; and theſe presbyters ſhall 
be ſuch as have, or have not, a ſuperior, or of both ſorts. _ 
And who will pretend to dilpute with ſuch a gentle- 
V | tt Paag bes age-mng 


My 344 ſaid, v. 17. that St. Taul ſent to Epheſus for the 


 elder-of that church or city, but that he lent to Epheſus 
and caiid the elders of the church: which ;aight be the 
. elders of the church of Chriſt within call. 
I be words are: Ile jeiit to Epheſus, and calld the elders 
the church. And what other church can then be meant, 
according to the conſtant language of the New Teſta- 
znent? The apoliie, as we may ſee, v. 16, was in Baſt, 
and ſo had not time to {cnd round to other churches _ 
at a dil:ance; tho' he could to Epheſus, and wait for 
the coming of the elders from thence to him. And if 
our adverſaries will ſuppoſe, as they uſe to do upon 
_ occaſion, that the ancient churches were of a very wide 
extent, that of the famous city of Epheſus may well be 
thought to have taken in ſo large a tract round about, 
as that he could not have time to fend to other church- 
es. But what] inſiſt upon is, that he only ſent to Ephe- _ 
| fas, and call'd the elders of the chu in the ſingular, 
and conſequently only of the church of Epheſus. _ 
Ne adds, Laſih, that Timothy him{elf might be one 
f the elaers, or bighops, t whom St. Paul gave this charge. 
For be might be diſpatch'd by the apoſtle from 'Troas or 
Aſſos (or ſome ther ſtage) to get the other elders of the 
church in a readineſs at EPhelus, aud ſo go with them at 
St. Pauls call e Miletus e 
Ion it. do ſeem 1 
thy was now with St. Paul, as his companion in tra- 
vel, but not as one of the elders of Eyheſus, or coming 
With them from thence to Miſetus; which I ſuqpofe 
is only a pretty fancy to ſerve an hypotheſis, wherein 


s not ſeem improbable to me, that Timo- 


: Os Ol 1 
our author may be eaſily forgiven. But Jam glad we 
happen ſo far to agree, as both of us to think he was 


S 3 xd 
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then probably at Miletus, this I look upon as a good wi 
confimation of my opinion, as perhaps he does of 147 
his. Let us theff examine how this atiects his being Ak 


biſhop of Epheſus. Now certainly if it can be infer d 


* 
from the firſt Epiſtle to Timothy, that he was then pre- 
ſent at, and biſhop of Epheſus, he muſt have been bi- _ a4. 
| ſhop there before this meeting at Afletus, For the ff 
_ apoſtle there ſends him word, he heped to come to him 11 
ßborth, chap. iii. 14. Whereas this could not be after UN ; 
this meeting, unleſs the apoſtle was then miltaken, 1 
hen he told the Epheſians Act. xx. 25. that he kuew ff 
they jhould ſee his face no more. Now if Timothy was kl 
_ biſhop of, and preſent at Eyheſus, at this meetingg 
how unaccountable mult it be, that the apoſ le ſhould 
not give thele elders the leaſt hint of the ſubjection | 
they were to be in to him? Could he have a fairer op- MW 
portunity of inculcating upon them their duty to their 
| biſhop, then he now had, when he was upon the ol 
ſpot? We ſee he was careful to ſecure his authority, 
When he ſent him to other; places, 1 Cor. xvi. 10. My 
Philipp. ii. 12, c. And would he have nothing to 1 


ſay in his behalf, when he was ſpeaking to his own _ 
presbyters? Beſides, tis commonly pretended both by _ 
the antient and modern writers, that epiſcopacy was 
inſtituted for the preventing of {chiſins ; had Timorby 
then been their biſhop, can we ſuppoſe the apoſtle 
Would ſay nothing, upon this occaſion, of that reme- _ 
dy? Would he not drop fo much as one word of di- 
rection to them, to keep cloſe to their biſhop, that they 
might avoid thoſe ſchiſms which he forwarns them 
would be among them, v. 30. Alſo of your ſelues ſhall 
men aviſe, ſpeating peiverfe things, to draw away dif- 
J Sor GC 
I bere is no reaſon therefore to think Timthy was 
ce bihop of Epheſus, p. 399. 5 8 : CN LS. ; 
Rem. But this can never be a proper concluſion from 
his premiſes. For if he hath at proved, that Timothy 
as itt bijnop of Epheſus, then he may have been ſo, not- 
wirt / ſtanding what he hath 1 to the contrary. And 
J j he may have been, "tis + ain he hath not prov'd there 
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is no reaſen to think re was Ylecduſſe he hath not ſo much 
a" P. etencied 20 anſwer a{l bie Fei] iis jor | thiubtug. 1 

put if 1 have, as | think 1 have very clearly, proved 
that Limit was not biinop of Eypheßs, my conclu- 

nion is very proper, nor was it needful that I ſhould 

aud er all their reaſcns for ſo thinking. If I give a 

cälear provi {. om tae nature of things, may I not be al- 


Iv d to condude, for inf.ance, that the angles of a 


right hne triangle are altogether equal to two right an- 
gles; uniels I anſwer all the iealons men may pretend 
for the contrary ? And yet 1 know of ro reaſers they 
have tor ide he was biſhop of Epheſus, which 
I have rot either exprei:y, or virtually, anſwer'd; that 


bo 


is, I have an{'ver'd thole from ſeripture, and have given 
my 1ealun why. we ecard no others. % ́ ws 
Hu he Lath hire to proved the negative hath been 

con ſide, d. But herejolliws anothe. little offer toward 0 
And why that provoking term ite? Sure that 
dos not Lecce one who ſets up for ſuch a malier of 


| conduci, and cenſures his neighbours for any thing of 
that pature. . ell as /tile as my Oilers are, they are too 


r d in oe 
And indeed his being an evangeliſt would make 
6 cne ready to conclude, he did not fix his reſidence 
© there, tince the buſineſs of iuch ſeems to have 
© been to traveil from one place to another; and to 
„ay no longer at any particular place, than was ne- 
6“ cellary for the right ſettling the church in it.“. 
em. p. 49. The ojjice vf au evangeliſt is no where de- 
Ful d in Hel, ſcrittise: bat by ile accounts we find there 
of theſe: called to it, they ſeem i have been per ſous en- 
do d with extraoraiumary gifts 6 the Holy Ghoſt, in order 
to be aſſiſting to the afcſiies, act ily in preaching the 
_ goſpel is ſuch as had net be, be received it, aud baptizing 
\ cove, to, b:t alſo in any ther part of their miniſtry, aß, 


and whe: e, by then they jhould be commilſica?d or appoint- 


ed; pa ticilely, in the ſeitliug and g ver ning the churches. 


Ü Thave nothing to ſay againſt this paſlage, except it 
be to recommend it to cur author's conſideration. lf 


_evaneelil's were endow'd, as he rightly judges, with 


extraordinary gifts of the Holy Gholt, in order to 
their alliſting the apoſtles, in ſetling and governing 
1 33 Slots TE churches ; 


or ] 


churches ; then certainly thoſe extraordinary gifts 


* 


gave them the ſuperiority they had in ſuch affairs 


over other viieers, who nad not thole gifts. Why 


then does our author repreſent it, p. 52. as pre- 
carious aud rom lies, When I lay their ſuperiority _ 
_ depended cn tweir extraorainary gifts? I his do's not 
look well it a nan, who reproaches his adverſary with _ 
being uniciucd ard incuniifient in his notions. Fur- 
ther, it they had extraordinary. giits for that part 
which twey periorn'd as evangeliſts, in ſettling and 
governing churches; how can it app:ar they were to 
have ſucceſt 3s in ther ſuperior authority, when thoſe 
gifts ceaſed * endes, tis azcount will make the evan- 
geli sto be vifhors at large, and fall in with my notion, 
that T π] .⁵ͤ, had no more authority at Epheſas, than 
at any Other place where he came. And if fo, our au- 
thor gut bimleli to à needleſs trouble, when he at- 
tempted to make it appear, p. 36. that Timothy was to 
do nothing at Curr, or Theffuloaica, that requir d 


* 


an epiſcopal cLatacier, fe 


Mor duth it aus wajs appear to be inconſiſtent with the _ 
character of ai evangelift, to be peculiarly charg'd with 
the care, and iut fted with the goveruieit, as the biſhop, 
ee mera ch; which he might be without con- 
ly refidinng in it, o empleyins himfel} about it : it be- 
ing no pait of the epiſcopai ſcheme for a bi bop wholly to 
_ confine his cares, or conſequently his refidence, to his own 
particular flock ; but to have the good of the church uni- 
werſal at hi, hea't, and in his view, and to travel upon 
 occifton for the jerviceo; it, as well with his body as his mind. 
I his laſt clauſe is as true of every private chriſtian, 
nus of any biſhop or presbyter; and ſo is nothing at all 
to the purpoſe. Ihe queſtion is, whether a biſhop has 
authority to rule and govern when he is out of his own _ 
church? Tr; had as much authority when ſent to 
any church, as at Exe . And ſince he has no ſuc- 


ofa 
ſtaut 


ceſſors cnſefled 
S110] I 


at Epheſiis. 


Now as to cur author's reaſoning, I think it wil! 
not at all agree with that which I meet with in Dr. 
Barrow. That learned writer argues from the nature 


of 
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jedly in this authority at large, we are 
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of the epiſcopal office, that it was not agreeable for an 
apoſtle, who was an extraordinary officer, and whoſe 


charge was ſo wide and general, to undertake it. 


Now the office of an evangeliſt, according to our au- 


thor's account, was in ſeveral reſpects like that of an 

_ apoſtle. And ſo far as it was ſo, the Dr's. arguments 
will be as ſtrong againſt 7:mothy's being biſhop of Ephe- 
ſus, as they are againſt Peter's being biſhop of Rome. 
Let me take notice of ſome of his expreſſions : Treatiſe 
of the pope's Jupremag, p. 82. © Epiſcopacy is an or- 

& dinary ſtand: 

“ requiring a ſpecial attendance there; biſhops being 
F paſtors, who, as St. Chryſoſtom ſaith, do fir, and are 
employed in one place. Now he that hath ſuch a ge- 
“ neralcare ” [he ſpeaks of an apoſtle; but the ſame will 

hold in a great meaſure of an evangeliſt, according to 
dur author's own account | © can hardly diſcharge ſuch 
ea particular office; and he that is fixed to ſo parti- 

. cular attendance, can hardly look well after ſo ge- 

Bu to wg 

And again, p. 84. & "Tis not probable that St. Peter 

& would aſſume the epiſcopal chair at Roe [or Ti- 

math, lay J that at E Sofa] he being little capable 

. 2M for that other needful affairs 

c would have forced him to leave fo great a church 
“ deſtitute of their paſtor. It was needleſs that he 
“ ſhould be a biſhop, for that by virtue of his apoſile- 

© ſhip” [of his office as an evangeliſt, ſay 1] © in- 
_ © yolving all the power of the inferior degrees, he 

“ might when ever he ſhould be at Rome [or, in our 
caſe, at Epheſus| © exerciſe epiſcopal functions and au- 

© thority. What need a ſovereign prince be made a 
” 1 juſtice of peace? Had he done ſo, he muſt have given 


ing charge, affixed to one place, and 


a bad example of non-relidence, a practice that 
would have been ill reliſhed in the primitive church, 
as we may ſee by ſeveral canons interdicting oſiences 
of kin to it (it being I think then not ſo known as 
nominally to be cenſured) and culpable upon tile 
<£ ſame ground; and by the ſayings of fathers condemn- 


; £6 ing pr actices approaching to it. 


I think the Dr's. reaſoning is very good concerning 


the apoſtles, while they were travelling about, and could 


not 


[ 63 ] 


not be reſident ; for otherwiſe I confeſs I ſee no abſyra 


dity in ſuppoſing they might, upon ſome occaſions, be 


ſettled and relſident in a particular place, where in 
courſe they muſt have the chief direction of the church, 


Whatever officers were ſettled there before. Thus 1 
fee nothing unreaſonable in ſuppoſing St. Fohn might, 
When he was very old, and paſt travelling, fix his re- 

ſidence at {pheſus; or that St. James, if he was, as 

many think, a primary apoſtle, might chuſe to reſide 
at Jeujalem, the metropolis both of judaiſm and 

_ chriitianity, And in like manner, I do not apprehend 


any abſurdity in ſuppoſing an evangeliſt might reſide in 


a particular place, and ſo have the chief hand in the go- 
vernment of the church in it. But to ſuppoſe that they 
were biſhops of a particular church, where they were 
not reſident, is the abſurdity which the Dr. ſolidly ex- 
poſes in my judzment. Now this was actually the caſe 
of Timothy. If the firſt Epiſtle to Timithy ſnews him 
to have been the biſhop of Epheſus, it ſhews that he _ 
Was ſo while he was yet young, and in all probability 
had not left oft travelling about to order the churches. 
Nay *tis certain, from his being ſent to other places, 
that he ſtill continued ſo employed; and conſequently 
could not, according to Dr. Barrow's argument, be the 


ordinary biſhop of one particular place. 


2 


But our author fays : Tis fairly ſuppoſable, that a 

church having ſuch a biſhop, tho frequently calPd away + 
| from perſonal reſidence, WAS. as ell provided for, as if ; 
it had had a bijhop of ordinary gifts conſtantly on the 


* But Dr. Barrow will tell him, ſuch abſence is con- 


trary to the nature and end of the epiſcopal office: and 


*tis not fairly ſuppoling things, that will weigh againſt 
evidence. And if any thing be argued from Timothy's 
ſuperiority, they may as well argue for biſhops, who 
ſhould have at the {ame time ſuch ſuperiority in as 
_ diſtant churches as Epheſus, Corinth, and Theſſalo- 


7 WA. 


Mur doth am thing hinder, but that Timothy after 
a time might fix his reſidence at Epheſus, as Philip the 


evangeliſt ſeems to have done at Cæſarea, where we find 
be had an houſe aud family, Act. xxi. 8, 9. It being not 


neceſſary, 
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[44] 
neceſſary, that an evangeliſt jh0#1d be an itinerant as long 
as he lived. EP, „ San 048 
Philip had a family, and *twas nece{lary they ſhould 
have fome ſettled reudence, and he miglit chuſe Coja- 
rea as moſt convenient for them, and for himſelf to 
come upon occaſion to them, as his tiave s mivht be 
chiefly there about: and therefore CH, nutwithitand- 
ing what is there ſaid, might be an itinerant Itill. Hows 

ever I apprehend no inconvenience in fur poling him 
to be now grown old, and ſo to have done travelling, 
But then this is nothing at all to the caſe of Tim by, 
as appears from what is already ſaid. And now 1 join 
with our author, in leaving what is {aid by us both to 
, CY 
_ & 3, Whatever was the ſuperiority of Timothy to 
c thole he ordain'd, tis certain they were to have the 
© power of ordination and governinent,” 
'This, according, to his mannerly way, he calls an 
inſtance of my confileut forwardieſs, which J am now 
enough uſed to, and can ealily deſpiſe. I go on thus 
J Tr a 
„Our adverſaries grant theſe go together. Now 
c that they had the power of government is plain by _ 
© the apolile's reaſoning about their qualifications, 1 
« Tim. ili. 4, 5. One that rileth well his dun houſe, 
« having his children in ſubjectian with all gravity. 


“ For if a man know not how to rule his owi howje, 


« bow ball he take ca-e of the church of Go? . 
Rem. p. 41. We grant that the power of ordination 
and chief government go together. But that the power of 
ordination goes along with every pat of the governing 
power, that whoever hath a ſhare in the government, hath 
the power of ordinaton, this we graut not; we fee no rea- 
ſen to grant it. 3 8 
Andi is not this an in ſlance of that very thing in our 
author, which he juſt now blamed in me? Who gave 
him authority to ſpeak thus in the name of his whole 
party, directly contrary to the ſenſe of a great many 
of them? I have already obſerv'd, that the whole pow- - 
er of government is by ſome of their moſt famous au- 
thors placed in the biſhops; and that they grant thele 


biſhops, whom Timothy ordain'd, had the power of go- 
)) vernment 


vernment and ordination. Hammond, Pearſon, Taylor, 
and Buryet are no deſpicable names, Who all go his 
Way, as. do many others. And when I advanced h is 
- propoſition ormerly : „ The power of government 
c andordi! agongre fff in the lame hands, by the con- 
3 = ; 144, ..4 +220. 3% IN: 1 FYITISSS C 1 ; 
S dceſſion of the epiſcoparians: my advetfary, Dr. 
Molli, did not hook in atiyffuch diſtinction as our author 
15 ; but anſwer d downright : Granred, See [his 
Numb. iv. p. 6. And therein, he certainly ſpake more 
1 qarecaly to the epiſcopal writers, than our author 
. FFF 
Hie that hath the ſuprenie pouer in any ſociety, hath I) 
natural connexion the power of conſtituting ſubordinate 
officers : but tis contrary to reaſon as well as uſage, for 
juch ſubordinate rulers to have the pouer of ban rung 
JJ ͥ ᷣ᷑ ͤ v ̃ WA. 
I]) be queſtion here is, who were intruſted with the 
gcvernment. For Timothy being an extraordinary offi- 
cer, and no fixed governour of the church of Epheſus, 
any more than of Corinth, or Theſſalonica.; it muſt be 
ſuppos'd the government was fixed in ſome other per- 
fon or perſons. , A man may as well ſpupoſe, that the 
ordinary government of à city is not lody'd by the 
king in the mayor and aldermen, c. becauſet the king 


ends perhaps perſons upon an extraordinary com- 
miſſion to viſit, and Kt itz in order; as he may ſuppoſe 
that the extraordinary power with which Timothy was 

ſent, muſt infer there were not fixed rulers of: the 
church, who had, when he was not with them, the 
full power of government. Nay our author will not 
be able to hold to his own rule here; for 'tertainly the 
apoſtle was ſuperior to Timothy with reference 

to Epheſus, and ſo Timothy as a biſhop, was, but a ſub- 

_ ordinate officer: and will he then infer,” he had not a 
power of conſtituting biſhops? s [60m 
And'where the chief governour is limited, by the fun- 
 damental laws of the ſociety, not to act in fome reſpects 
without the concurrence of others, in the nature of a coun- 
cil or ſenate, it doth by no means follow, that they who are, 
or have à right to be, M4 ſuch council or ſenate,” muſt have 
a right ſingly or jointly (without the chief gb ron.) to 
create officers either equal © or inferior to themſelves. 


"Nor . 


1 


or dination. 


[6] 
Nor do's an one, that 1 boom of, pretend i it do? s fol- 
low from t thence. However, I wiſh our author had 
told us, in what reſpects thoſe he reckons the chief go- 
8 J $0, not to act ithout the concyrrence of o- 


thers, as a. council or ſetiate. I believe he will find ma- | 


10. 1 a Ait ſome, At al of thoſe 1 he ſeems 
4 fundamental. "There is d paſſage to this 
| 2 5 in P „„ 2 5 for Mr. S 
He is ſpeaking ol the Declaration” which was read to 
_ the miniſters in King Charles's preſence. ' “ One par- 
© ticular (ſays the Doctor) T cannot fofget: It was 
1 b deſix d by the miniſters, that the biſhops ſhould ex- 
er IE their 5 Port, with the counſel and 
conſent of presbyters. This limiting their autho- 
© rity was ſo \ 15 ſpleaſing, that Dr. Coſins, then elect of 
| t ſaid? If your i Will grant this, mw 3 
pil unbiſhop your biſhops: | — 
1 le[s thereft Ge it appears 75 om St. Paul* 5 rea oning in — 
| 55 7 ace 4 , that the officer; whoſe qualifications ' 
De it See? ing, were to be chie go vernouri of churches, 
it ahi be no, aigument for their having the power of 
5 4515 is our author's miſtake, as I have 
| proved from the authors of his on ſide. Ik the apoſtle 
. ſpeak peaks of them as church governours, that, accord- 
; ane . if cheme, proves them e and OO 
2 e power of ordination. . DEN 
b that is ſo 7 from appearing, that there is n= 
175 7 7 a Mile g reaſoning, but what plainly ſuits tie 
15 5 Shieh, '@ kind of church officer, as a presbyter is 
owed 


7a, he. in our church. He ought to be one that 


e 


jection 285 al g gravity. And {4 for this reaſon - If 5 
ama Snow, not how to ru : 
mall he ta ke cafe of the church of God! Cer tainly 55 
he hat kuows ubt how to rule þis,own houſe, is not right- 
a5 qualified to take that care of the church of God, which 
elongs 20. the office of pres bj ters, according to our conſti- 


tution, agreent . as we are perſuaded, 4] the origmal 8 
1 inſtitution. of: 


Dr. Hani, 5 ü bo to be fo clear, that he 


reckon d. th 1 8 whom Timothy was to ordain, to be 


plies 


1 PERRY, biſhops. Nor can 1 ſee any ny that im- 


Lv? 1 
plies they were to be ſubordinate to any fixed ordinary 
governour: but they are ſpoken of as Having the 
Whole government lodg'd in them. And certainly if 
the epiſcopal ſcheme be true, and the presbyters have 
no power to act, but juſt as they are directed by the 
biſhop, there was no need they ſhould appear ſo well 
qualified for government, as the apoſtle's argument 
ſuggeſts. And unleſs the care biſhops were to take of 


the church of Cod, fignifies the care of governing 
the church, tis ſtrange the apoſtle afterwards, men- 


_ tioning the ſame qualification of deacons, ſhould net 
| give the fame realen for it, fince they alſo hid ſome | 
care of the church of God. But inſtead of that, he 
gives this, reaſon: For they that have uſed the office of 
4 deacon wel, purcha . arg a good degree, and 

N eat boldueſs in the faith. That is, they ought to have 


this qualification of ruling well their own houſes, be- 


cauſe they are candidates for that office, which has 

the ruling power annex'd to it, for which they are not 
qualified, Who can't rule their own houſes well. So the 
pPresbyters, or biſhops, whom Titus was to ordain, 

muſt be blameleſs, as the ſteward of God. Which DT. 


Hammond thus paraphraſes: As becomes one that 
& hath the government of God's family intruſted to 


c him,” And we may explain what he means by a 
_ ſteward, from the words of our lord, where the ſame 
word is uled, Zuke xii. 42. ho then is that faithful 

and wiſe ſteward, whom his lord ſhall make ruler over 

His houſhold, to give them their 83 of meat in due 

ſeaſon? My other adverſary | Invalidity, p. 11. ] in- 

ſults me for repreſenting it as their notion, that preſ- 
byters are the ſucceſſors of ſuch as were ordamed by 

Timothy and Titus. © But pra) ſays he, who are, 
e they that ſay ſo? Such prelatiſts only as Mr. P. 

© and his brethren, who maintain, that Timothy and 

“ Titus did ordain only presbyters, and no biſhops. 

And unleſs theſe presbyters, or biſhops, had the full 

power of ordination and government lodg'd in them, 

tis in vain to ſeek for any order taken in the Epiſtles. 
to Timothy and Titus for a ſucceſſion of that power; 
for there is not one word in _ to direct the ordain- 


FH. 

ing erer of an higher degree. So that unleſs 

they had this power, we muſt, for ought I ſee, give 
up the cauſe, to the independents. And I would fur- 

- ther ask our author, whether he believes in his con- 

. ſcience, that, in the whole illand of Crete, and all 

' the churches in the ſeyeral cities thereof, there was but 

one perſon, who, tho' not reſident there, had the 
power of ordination and government? If our author 

cannot believe this, as I am apt to think he cannot, 
there will be a neceſſity for his Mov ite: that he or- 
dain'd thoſe, who had the power of ordination and 
0 ĩ˙ Om ⅛ ð v EE TS, 
4. Iis very improbable, that the apoſtle was 


cc now ſending directions to Timothy, how to behave 


* himſelf as the biſhop of Epheſus; becauſe he ſeems 
c not to haye been at Epheſus when he ſent to him; 


nor was he about to ſend him thither, but aQually : 


& calls him quite another way.” 


Rem. This relates only to the ſecond Epiſtle t0 Timo- 1 


thy, on which little or no ſtreſi is wont to be laid in our ar- 


guing, that he was, in effect, what we call biſhop of 
_ Epheſus. Jͤ Oe oe TE roo, 
Ĩ) be fame powers are intruſted with Timothy =. 
both Epiſtles: and if the ſecond relates not to his 


behaviour at Epheſus, it ſhews he was as much bi- 


| ſhop of ſome other place as of Epheſus, and conſe- 
- quently, that he was no fixed officer of the church of 
| Epheſus. And Iam much miſtaken, if a ſtreſs does 


not uſe to be laid by our adverſaries upon both Epiſtles. 


However, becauſe tis the generally received opinion, 
and ſuits beſt with the ſup os off his e 3 
tion to that Church, he will ſee what I have to oppoſe 
againſt it. e 


Timothy was not at Epheſus at the writing this 


© ſxond Epiſtle, as appears by chap. iv. 12. And Ty- 
e chicus have I ſent to Epheſus. What need to men- 
© tion this to Timothy, if he were then at Epheſus? 
_ & He would not need notice of it, if Tychicus were 
ce the meſſenger by whom the Epiſtle was ſent. Or if 

© he was ſet out before the writing it, he would come 
“e before the Epiſtle, and the notice given would be too 


-- 


ce hateto ſignify any thing. 


16] 


. Rem, p. 43. Mr P. juſt before ſaid only, that Ti- 
mothy ſeems not to have been at Epl eſus, but that 


modeſty of expreſſion could not hold out long; for now he 
is poſitive he was net there at the time in queſtion, = 


What he thinks an argument of my want of mo- 
deſty, will, when rightly underſtood, appear an evi- 
_ dence of the contrary, Dr. J/hithy had led me into 
the thought, and I apprehended, as he does, that 
etwas certain he was not there; and ſo that part of 
this particular which relates hereto, was written juſt 
as may be expected from a perſon, who thinks himſelf 
aſſured of any thing. But afterwards I thought of 
ſome objections which might be made againſt it, and 
ſo dilliked that aſſurance in which 1 had imitated the 


Dr. and alter'd the firſt words of the head, but over- _ 
= look'd, it ſeems, the next expreſſion. Now as the 
former words expreſs the two things, which I under- 
take to ſhew under this head; and what I here ſay, 
Is only the reſuming what I propos'd before; a little 
candour in the reader would eafily help him to carrx 
that word, ſeems, along with him. But ſuppoſing 
the head had flood expreſt as poſitively as it was be- 
foreI at all qualified it, I may be the rather excuſed, 
 fince II ſaid therein no more than one of our learned 
| adverſaries had done. Hear the Dr. in his preface to 
he ff Epiſtle : © Tis certain, that when the ſecond 
_ & Epiſtle was writ to Timothy, he was not at Epheſus, 
_ © asI have there proved Nite on chap. iv. 12.” And 
his note there is this: © Hence 'tis evident, that Timo- 
„ thy, at the writing this epiſtle, was not at Epheſus: 
or. why ſhould the apoſtle advertiſe him, that 
«Ne haf enn thirher?? NE: 


But as to his reaſon for it, the caſe ſeems to be this: 
Ft. Paul having exhorted, or required, Timothy to come to 
him with what ſpeed he could, ver. 9. to quicken him 
the more, thinks fit to acquaint him, (beginning, v. 10.) 
p defritute he was of thoſe fellow-labourers, that were 
dont to attend him, and how 5 were diſpoſed of from him. 


Iychicus therefore being one of them, it was natural for 


Vim to mention what was become of him, ( altho' Timo- 
thy might othe wiſe know it) for compleating his account 


That 
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probably 
; Turph your abſence, or ſomewhat of this nature. And 


1 


That our author's account of the apoſtle's words 
is han 


dſome enough, I will not deny. But ſtill when 


any one mentions that to a perſon, which he knows he 
was yppriſed of before, tis very uſual, and almoſt _. 
natural to inſert ſome notice of it, e. g. Tychicus | as 


fie 2s T have ſent to Epheſus. Or elſe he would 


ave ſaid: I have ſent him to you, or to 


ſince there is not the leaſt hint of this kind, I cannot 


but think Dr. 7/hitby's judgment is the moſt probable, 
that Timothy was not now at 2775 FFT 
Of the ſame ſending of Tychicus, we read in the 
_ © Epiſtle to the Epheſians, chap. vi. v. 21, 22. But 
that ye alſo may know my affairs, and how I do; 
* Thchicus, a beloved brother, and faithful miniſter in 
Eo the lord, ſhat make known "fon all 7 1 ubm 


t © have ſent unto you for the ſame purpoſe, that e 

„ © right know our affairs, and that he might comfort 
jour hearts. And had Timothy been there, ſuch was 
the apoſtle's love and affection to him, that he 
would not have faild to have taken notice of him 


F particularly, and to have ſent him a falutation. 

| _ « Beſides, had 7:mothy been there, they would have 

| had leſs need of the comfort of Tychicus's coming. 

KRem. p. 44. Many learned men are of opinion, that 
this was not the ſame ſending of Tychicus, which would 

mate one (not acquainted with Mr. P's way ) to wonder 

sou he came to be ſo poſitive that it an. 

| _Grotius thought this the ſame ſending; and Dr. 


| Hammond took it to be moſt probable, as appears by. 


his prefaces to the Epiſtle to the Ephefians, and to Timo». 


e any one of += 


. 


nother opinion. There are not, I believe, many learned 
men, who have declared for the contrary opinion; and 


perhaps none that have not been led to it for the | 
| fake of an hypotheſis. They who place the writing 
of theſe Epiſtles at a conſiderable diſtance from one a- 


nother, could not well avoid the making theſe to be 


two different ſendings: but their ſcheme ſeems to me 
injurious to the apoſtle, ſince they ſuppoſe him to have 


return'd to Epheſus, after that declaration he had 


made, Afts xx. 25. And now, behold, I know that'ye all, 


among 


— 


— [ 91 ] 
among whom I have gone preaching the kingdom of God, 
ſhall ſee my face no more. And the circumſtances are 
ſo exact, as to the perſon ſent, the place whither 
and the condition of the ſender, that tis almoſt natu- 
ral to ſuppoſe them the ſame. Had their opinion, 
however, been remember'd, I ſhould have taken notice 
of it; thoꝰ for the reaſon I have hinted, I do not now 

JJ £0. it D259 30 ITTTS a2 
But ſuppoſe it were ; then probably at, or near (and 
moſt probably at) the ſame time that St. Paul ſent the 
| Epiſtle to the Epheſians, he ſent another (viz. the ſecond) 
to Timothy in particular, if then at Epheſus. And 
_ what occaſion then was there for ſending him a ſaluta- 
tion in that to the Epheſians? Or how was it to be ex- 


pefted that he ſhould ? I wonder how Mr. P. could miſs |: 


obſerving this, or ob/erving it, could argue as he doth. 


Ill! had before given my reaſon againſt Tychicus's being 
the bearer of the ſecond Epiſtle to Timothy, and conſe- 
' _ - quently of its being ſent at the ſame time; and therefore 
tis evident, my arguing mult relate to the ſuppoſition —*} 


bl its being ſent ſome time afterward, and then his an- 
ſwer is nothing to the purpoſe, and he might have 
% V iS 95 ow: 
© Beſides, there being no particular ſalutations in the E- 


|  piltle 70 the Epheſians, *tis to be Juppoſed they were all 


Left to be perform d by the mouth of Tychicus ; wnleſs Ti- 
mothy * then among them, 42 the ſecond Epiſtle ſent 


O0 him at the ſame time; then the particular ſalutations 


5 contain d in that needed not to be . e in the other. 
We find the apoſtle uſes not to leave the ſalutations to 


1 be deliver d by word of mouth, by the meſſengers he 


ſent with his letters : and therefore ſince *tis not pro- 
bable the ſecond Epiſtle was writ at the ſame time, or 
that he would have forborn to ſalute Timothy, if he 
had been upon the ſport, I conclude Dr. JY/hitby's o- 
pinion is the moſt probable. And why may not 1 
from Timothy not being mention'd in any ſalutation in 
the Epiſtle to the ane as well argue he was not at 
Epheſus; as Dr. Barrou do's from Peters not being 
mention'd in like manner, that he was not at Rome? 


And 


And tho? our author by ſuppoſing both letters ſent 
at the ſame time by Tzchicus avoids one difficulty, yet 


— — e PP AI. hs - E _— 
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old be very aceptabl e, anda 
Very n of His Sr care and love of them 
eſpecially v he | 
| _ did, could no way. fo well be conveyd to them, as by fuch 
3 _ AF! 


of other churches, to whom he would molt gladly 
have ſent, and he was now in a diſtreſs for ſome to at- 
tend him, that he might employ them. Tis not there- 
fore probable, he would in that diftreſs ſend Tychicus to 
Epic, if they were 5 provided with ſuch an 


extraor 


38 diligence to come ſhortly io me. 


FR 


he manifeſtly falls into another: for if Timothy was, ac- 


_ cording to this ſuppoſition, at Epheſus, when the apoſtle 
ſent them that Epiſtle, and was their ordinary biſhop 


too; tis very ; ſtrange he ſhould never give them the 


| leaſt hint of that duty they were to pay to him. This 
Is contrary to what he did upon other occaſions, as 
particularly in writing to the church of Cbrintn. 
Aud what Mr. P, ſays of the ronſere of Tychicus's 
coming is very frivolous. For doubt | 
exe then at Epheſus, yet the coming of ſo beloved and 
faithful 4 meer as Tychicus, directly, and with 


ſs, tho Timothy 


inſtructions of comfort fro their great apoſtle himſelf, 
e 4 


to the ehr iſtiant there, 


fince the knowledge of his affairs, and how he 


ecial meſſenger. 


N 


grateful to them. But as an ordinary meſſenger would 

| have been able to acquaint them with the apoſtle's af?- 
fairs, and the Epiſtle it ſelf contain'd, I ſuppoſe, the 
/ comfort he brought from him; ſo I cannot but think 
| he was ſent to comfort their hearts by preaching, and 
ſuch like miniſterial acts. And certainly, if Timothy 
was upon the ſpat, they had leſs need of the coming 


of 14564 upon ſuch an account. And tis to be here 
ſider'd, that the apoſtle had the care of a multitude 


inary perſon, as Timothy, actually reſiding a- 


“ And *tis as plain, the apoſtle was not ſending ay. | 
C“ grder to Timothy to go to. 16 75 or he ſent for 


him to come to Rome zo himſelt, 2 Tim. iv. 9. Do thy 


- 06: l 


o one will doubt that any meſſenger from the a- 
poſtle, with an account of his affairs, and eſpecially 
ſuch a one as Tychicus, would be very acceptable and 


a L 35 
is moſt probable Timothy was at Tons, at the 
* time when this Ehiſtle was lent to him, ſince he is 
* deſired, not to go and fetch, but barely to bring 
with him what he had left there, 2 Tim. iv. 13. 
« The cloke that J left at Troas with Carpus, when 
© thou comeſt, b-ing with thee, and the books, but eſpeci- 
© ally the parchments. 3 de oaaiong 
Rem. p. 45. I might as well argue from theſe words, 
that Timothy was aut now at Troas, becauſe had he 
been there, it world have been more proper to ſay only 
Ilthe cloke that I left with h e cloke that 
Tien at with: Cam, fn 
Ihe adding of the place's name might be to diſtin- 
guiſh this Ca pus from ſome other Carpus, who lived bY 

mene Troas, ( Fe 

At leaſi Hr. P's argument here is very weak ; as maybeſt _ . 
and ſooneſt appear by a parallel cafe. The diſtances between © 
Epheſus and Rome, Epheſus and T'roas, may very well be 
repreſented by thoſe between London and Rome, London 
and York: aud the reſpective futuations are anſwe able 
enough. Should now a perſon at Rome write to another in 
London (whom he might command) to come to Rome to 
him, might he not very properly add And when you 
come, bring with you the manuſcripts I left with my 
friend B. at Jork? Thecaſe is ſo plain, and fo like that 
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in hand, that I need ſay no more. 


— — 


I. think even in this caſe, a man would rather fay : 
Before you come, ſend for thoſe manuſcripts from York, 
and bring them with you. I ſhall therefore give the 
reader Dr, J/hitby's note upon thoſe words: whey 
' thou comeſt, or comiag. Probably, ſays he, from 
„ thence; for he dos not bid him lend thither 
e for them, or go thither to fetch them. Whence it 
“e follows, that St. Timothy was then at Troas, when _ 
this Epiſtle was directed to him. Perhaps this is an, 
errour in the Dr's. conduct, that in the firſt ſentence he 
ſpeaks modeſtly only of a probability, and in the latter 
is poſitive. But I think bis prcbably is eaſy to be un- 
derſtood in the next ſentence. And in his judgment 
of the probability hereof I agree with him. 
5. When the apoſtle gives directions in his Epiſtles - 
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“ ders, &c. the reaſon of his doing ſo is, becauſe Ti- 
* mothy, as an extraordinary perſon (viz. an evangeliſt) 
e was to have the chief hand therein; but this do's 
© not imply, that none that were with him had the 


3 | 


© power of doing the ſame thing.” Re 
Rem. p. 46. M.. L. here aſ/:gns the reaſon of St. Paul's 
conduct, as preciſely and as 1oundly, as if he had nun 
it -by revelation. \ And by no other way than | fcripture 
_ revelation do'I pretend to have it. As to the reaſon 
of my judgment, I have given it partly already, and 
| ſhall have occaſion more fully to ſpeak to it. 
Many think, that when the 55 / Epiſtle was written, 
e Timothy was at Epheſus, ſetting that church in order. 
Rem. p. 47. Did ever any body think other, wiſe © Ma- 
ny, or rather moſt, think he was at Epheſus, when the _ 
„ cord Epiſtle was written ; but that he xwas there, when 
the firſt nvas written, is paſt doubt, from the firit chap- 
ter of it, where we read in our trauſlation, v. 3, 4. AS 
I beſousht thee to abide ſtill at Epheſus, when I went 
into Macedsnia, that thou mighteſt charge ſome, that 
they teach no other doctrine; neither give heed to 
fables and endleſs genealogies, which miniſter queſtions, 
rather than godly edifying, which is in faith: ſo do. 
Thuow indeed, that the | fo do'] is not in the original, 
but is added by our tranſlators to fill up the ſenſe. But 
then tis manifeſt, that ſomething to that purpoſe muſt be 
 #nderftood-:+ winleſs it may: be ſuppord (what, I confeſs, 
conſidering St. Taul's ſcyle, is not improbable ) that the 
ſenſe is depending, and all from v. 4. to be taken as in a 
_ paretithefts, til/ we come tu v. 18. This charge I com- 
mit unto thee, ſon Timothy. But either way Timothy = 
PJ. © 
dee here how natural tis for a man to ſpeak with aſ- 
ſurance of a thing, which he is perſuaded is true. 1 
don't find much fault with"6ur-author, for ſpeaking as 
he does; becauſe I believe he had not obſerv'd that Dr. 
__  Whithy, the molt conſiderable commentator of his own 
file,” ſhews plainly, he makes a great doubt of this, 
in bis preface to the ff Epiſtle : where, inſtead of, 
- ſo... do; he fills up the ſenſe by, ſo I did it, inferted v. 
381 beforethe words, that thou 2 charge, &c. And 
ie Adds, chat fo It will be left uncertain, whe- 
RB 335; Wo root oY 


5 N {1967 


© ther he were at Epheſus at the inditing this Ep. 


cc ſtle; for then having done the work. for which 


0 he was bid to liay at Epheſus, he might go on 


cc to other places, doing the work of an evangeliſt, 


and ſettling ordinary church governours, biſhops, 


presbyters, and deacons, where they were wanting; 


and doing all the other things mentioned in this 
* Epiſtle, as things to be perform” d in the church of 
2 'tis certain, that when the ſecond 
Epiſtle was writ to [imothy, he was not at Epheſus, 


For, . 


as | have there proved, zote on chap. iv. 12. He 


c Jyrit to him, that in St. Paul's ablence he might 


_ * know how to deport himſelf in the church of God, 
_ © eſpecially in relerence to the preſcriptions here laid 5 
6 down. chap. iii. 15. Now there was little need that 
4 there, to do the great work preſcrib- . 
ed in this Ep;/tfe, touching biſhops and deacons, they 
: « being forthe among them by St. Paul himſelf, be- 
5 5 , fore he left Epheſus; and they being after, in his 
journey to Jeruſalem, ſummon'd to Miletus, and 
« raughe how to demean themſelves in the 1elpedtive : 
. tis therefore 
cc highly probable that theſe directions were given him 


cc he ſhould 


« provinces committed to their truſt; 


in reference to other churches, to which this evange- 


© lit was to travel, and i» ome of which he mizht then be.” 


And as to our author's other way of explaining the 


ape file, I do not deny that ſometimes as long, or long- 


er, parentlieſes are to be met with in his diſcourſe ;. but 
yet | think the Dr's explication is much more natural 
and eaſy; and the rather, becauſe had our author's account. 


been true, there would have been ſomewhat at the 18 


ve ſe to give a hint of its being a reddition, or 4795: 

Which was the more neceſlary, conſidering at What 
a diſtance the me{Jacy ſtands: and he would have 
brought in v. 18. with an ddr x 95 or ſomewhat bo .- 


that purpoſe. | 


Or, if act, | that i: is, if Timothy were not at Epheſus] 6 
10 was ſome cu ere elſe; and 'tis all oneto us, if he were 


in the f ppeliar Kae r of any church. That he was 
K 2 e JOMEr- 


might therefore have been gone thence alſo at the 
_ © writing of this Epiſtle, to ſettle the atiairs of other 
churches. 2. ITis certain that this , ,t Epiſtle was 
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ſomewhere elſe, if not at Epheſus, I make no queſtion : 
but that tis all one to our adverſaries where he was 
bithop, I do not believe; becauſe this will make him to 
have been the fixed ſettled biſhop of no church, and 
N deliroy the pretended foundation of the particular rela- 
tion of a {ingle biſhop to a ſingle church. And what- 


ever he may think of the evidence they have, he will 


| allow us to ſuſpect it; ſince Dr. H/hitby, who is epiſ< 

copal enough in his judgment, owns himſelf not 

J Ae ES I Tongs 
And if we take that for granted, and therefore 


allow that particular directions are given him in the 


© management of the affairs of the church; yet there 


js no reaſon to think he was to act alone, but that 


. aàdct in chief is perfect 


the other biſhops of that church had a power to 


4 perform the fame acts, and were to join with him; _ 


“ {ince they were, as I obſerv'd before, the governours 


of that church, and had been conſtituted ſo before - 


| We do nat if t. And yet your way of arguing leads 
you to inſi 


Rem. That he was to aft alone, in all thoſe fairs, 


upon it. f For if the apoſtl e's not men tion 


ing others is an evidence they had not authority, wWb ß 


is it not as well an evidence they were not to act? 


But that he was to act as chief, and none elſe to act | 


in them, but under his controul, we have good reaſon to 


think from the e ee aforeſaid. That he was to 


a dt 11 y agreeable with my notion; and 
that none elſe were to act but under his controul, 
while he was preſent, was the natural reſult of his ex- 


traordinary gifts, and do's not at all infer they had not - 


an inherent power of acting in them without him, 

| when he was abſent. This anſwers the next ſentence; 
and the reſt of the paragraph is anſwer'd before. 
I never find any ordination in the whole New Teſ- 


1 tament, Which was perform'd by a ſingle perſon, 


de nor can I think any ſuch ordination would be re- 
JJ a On TI ral 

| Rem. p. 48. Our bleſſed ſaviour, certainh, ordain'd | 
fingh; however Mr. P. came uot to Fas if UM 
d I thought our whole controverſy was about ordi- | 


nation, perform'd by officers appointed by Chriſt, and _ 


not thoſe perform'd by Chriſt himſelf? And our 5 


. E 3 
thor might eaſily have perceiv'd by p. 25, 26. of the 
Sermon, that I had found vat this exception, which was 


ſo obvious, and ſo foreign to the queſtion in debate, 


that there was no occaſion to mention it. And ſo 


every one Will think, unleſs he has a form'd reſolution 
of ſeeking occaſion to cavil. Our author's objection 
from Timothy and Titus will come under conſideration | 


„ no Lo TOR. 
And I pray, how many clear ſcriptural inſtances can he 


produce of ſeveral perſoas concurring iu the ſame ordination? 
I will allow him one, Acts vi. but am much miſtaken if 
he can produce any other. For tho” it le ſaid, Acts xiv. 
23. Paul and Barnabas ordain'd elders in every church 
there: ſpoken of; *tis not ſaid, nor doth it follow, that they 
| Join d in the fame brdinatiuus. Aud all other mnſtances 


are more queſtionable. 


When our author is ſo very ſparing in his conceſſi» 
ons, *tis ſome comfort he will allow ſo much as one 


ſuch ordination. I hope there is ſome uſe to be made 


of that. For if the deacons, who were the lower or- 
ger, were not ordain'd by a ſingle apoſile, but by a 
plwGKurality; why ſhould not the fame be thought as re- 
quiſite in the ordination of presbyters, who are of a 
higher order? What reaſon can there be that a deacon 
ſhould now he ordain'd by a ſingle biſhop ? Or what 
reaſon is there for that order in the fiſt 3 Pa 
| d be ſo or- 
dain'd? It mult be a regard to ſomewhat beſides the 
ſcripture, that muſt lead our author preſently to allow _ 
of ſuch a concurrence in the ordination of biſhops and 
presbyters, without mentioning deacons; ſince he pre- 
tends to have a ſcriptural inſtance for the ordina- 
tion of the latter, and none at all for that of the two 
„ fd p ¼ ß ĩ ͤ ou 
Well let us ſee whether we have no ſcriptural in- 
ſtances to my purpoſe. The ordination of Timothy T _ 
ſhall have occaſion to ſpeak to afterwards. I ſhall 


non, that both deacons and presbyters thou 


therefore now inſiſt upon the ordination of Barnabas 


and Saul, mention'd Als xiii. 1, 2, 3. which Dr. 


Hummond took for a proper ordination. I know there 


are ſome who think otherwiſe, and among them is 


Dr. Whitly, whole reaſons do not convince me. I 


think 
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think the only argument he uſes, wherein my notion 


is concern'd, is taken from what we find Al, xiv. 


26. And thence they Jailed to Antioch, f om whence they 


had been recommended to the grace if God, for the 
work which they julfilled. Hence ſome argue the ſe- 
paration to the work mention d chap, xiii. was but a 


3 N miſſion, and that they had made an end of 
the work. 
bear the ſtreſs they lay upon it. It do's not ſeem pro- 
buable to me, that it ſignines they had now made a full 
end of that work, but only that they had been faith- 
fully performing it, as they allo went on to do. The 
Dr. himſelf makes uſe of the obſervation concerning 
the uncertain ſignification of an av iſt, in his ite u- 
on 5%n . T7. the the truth is, &vraCsCnxa and 1 
terne E¹αν, Which he ſpeaks of, are preterperſeth tenſes, 
and not avriſts, And it ſeems improbable to me, that 
aul and Barnabas thought they had then fully ended 
the work they were ſeparated for, even with refe- _ 
rence to thoſe churches where they had been. I think 
What we meet with chap. XV. 36, c. ſhews the con- 


But I don't think the % #@Ajewcay will. 


trary. And that the word uſed in the place before us, 


is to be underſtood as I have explain'd it, may be 
cCcontirm'd from other places. 'I hus Rom. xv. 19. So 
that from Jeruſalem, and round about unto Illyricum, 
I Have fully preached the goſpel of Chriſt. He does 
not mean he had made an end of doing this, but that 
be had done it l-), that is, faithfully, keeping back 
nothing from them in his preaching. Comp. Col. i. 


But after all, ſuppoſing this was a temporary miſſion, 


Fe⁵t ſure the argument is conſiderable. If God himſelf. 
... orders a temporary miſſion to be given by a plurality, 
is there not reaſon te think, that the miffion which 

is not temporary, but for the whole life, ſhould be 
much rather ſo given? %%% 1 
In the next place, I have a multitude of inſtances, 
mention'd together in the New Teſtament, of ordina- 
tions perform'd by a plurality. But our author makes 
a difficulty of allowing them. They are the ordina- 
tions perform'd by aul and Barnabas, concerning 
which he obſerves, that 75 not ſaid, nor does it follow, 


tht | 


ET] —. . 
that they join d in the ſame ordination. But may I not 
here well uſe his own words: Did ever any body think 


otherwiſe ? Is our author able to mention any one per- 
ſon, who ever pretended they did not, join in theſe 


ordinations. The thing is ſo plain, that I much que- 


ſtion whether our author himſelf makes any doubt of 


it. However let us follow the ſcripture account, and 


ſee whether we don't find that they always kept toge- 
ther, without the leatl hint of their parting, or acting 


_ ſeparately. 


Paul then and Barnabas, being ſent forth by the Holy 


 Gheiſt, depait I from Anticch | to Seleucia, aud from 


_ thence ſail to Cyprus, Acts xii. 4. "There they are to- 
_ gether at Salamis, and have John for their miniſter, 
Di. 5. in common, which ſ{uppoles their keeping toge- 
ther. They go tho the ifland, and are together at Pa- 
phos, where dergius Paulus calls jor them both, v. 6, 7. 
Paul and his company looſing theuce, come to Perga itt 
Pamphylia, where John leaves them, d. 13. Thence 
they come to Antioch in Liſidia, and are together in _ 
the ſynagogue two ſabbath days following, v. 14, 44, 
Ec. "I hence they come to Iconium, v. 51. And it 
came to paſs in Iconium, that they went both ti gether into 
the ſynagigue, and jo ſpake, &c. chap. xiv. I. 'Thence _ 
they fled unto Lyſtra aid Derbe, aud unto the region 
round about, v. 6. But {till they kept together, as 
appears by what is {aid of them at Lyſt-a, v. 6. and 
the expreſs mention of Paul's depurting with Barnabas = 
to Derbe, v. 20. hence they return, I ſuppoſe, toge- 
| ther to Lyſtra, and to Iconium, and Antioch, ©. 21. EL 
Nereupon, v. 22. comes in the account given of the 
Work they did where they went: Confirming the fouls, 


&c. And when they had ordain'd them elders in every 


church, and had prayed with faſting, they commended 
them to the lord, on whom they believed. And now after 
all the accounts given us of their keeping together, 
wie mult not imagine they ordain'd together. No by 


no means, when ſuch work was to be done, either 


2 Paul, or Baraabas withdrew, that he might not diſ- 
parage the other's epiſcopal character or authority. 
Such idle cavils are men driven to, when they refolve 


to quarrel. 
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Their travelling is continued together, till they 
came back to Antioch, v. 24, 25, 26. And when they 
return'd again to viſit theſe churches, their parting is 
taken notice of by St. Luke, as an extraordinary thing, 
and the effect of a ſharp contention between them, 


=: chap. xv. 39. And to me it ſeems very obſervable, that 


the apoſtles, fo far as we have an account of their 
travels, were hardly ever, if ever, unaccompanied 
by ſome of their brethren in office. And indeed Chriſt 
| ſeems to have inur'd them to this in his life time, by 


ſending them, as aſterwards the ſeventy diſciples, not 


ingly, but two and two. Nay more than that, he 


ſeems to me to inſiſt upon ſuch a plurality in the ex- 


erciſe of their authority, Matth. xviii. 19. which the 
biſhop of Oxford, Diſc. of church government, p. 35 6. 


| reckons to relate hereto ; tho, I ſuppoſe, he may not 


be for applying it to this particular. purpoſe, I now _ 


And thus my examiner way ſee my opinion is nei: 


ther weakly founded, nor diſagreeahle to ſcripture. 


But how comes Mr. P. to be ſo ſcrupulous about ordi- 


nation by a fungle perſon, for want, as he pretends, 4 EX, 
* 


ant inſtance thereof in the New Teſtament; and yet le 
ſo forward to maintain the regularity of presbyterian or- 


 dination, for which he cannot find any precedent there? 


Dis looks very much like prejudice and whim. 


Every thing from a diſſenter muſt, doubtleſs, be 
prejudice and whim. And yet there is not one ordi- 


nation he has been able, with any colour of truth, to 


|  ſhew to be diſagreeable to my notion in either reſpect. 


4 think his conduct looks more like | prejudice and ne 4: 


whim, than any thing he can allege from me. And 


if Chriſt lodg'd the government of his church in 


a plurality, which our author cannot deny, he will 


never thank thoſe, who abet the alteration which is 
made in his inſtitution, whereby *tis lodg'd in a ſingle 


perſon And this deſerves. my examiner's confidera- 
"es = „ as 4 


„ And if the apoſtle had a hand in the -ordinati- 
4 on of Timothy, and he ſpeaks of that, and not of 
c laying on of hands to give the Holy Ghoſt, when 
he fays, Wherefore | put thee in remembrance, 
2 CCC tat 


8 81 4 


cc 


** ſtanding that ſuppoſition, he did not do this alone, 
but had others to join with him. Neglect net (ſays he, 
cc 


« 


1 the preslyte, y. 


Rem. p. 49. *Tis indeed moſt probable (in my judg- 
ment, at leaft.) thut b th theſe texts ſpeak of the ſume 
thing. But whether either of them ſpeak of Timothy's 
_ ordination is very unce; tain. Hu then Mr. E. can be 
certain that St. Paul did not ordaii him alone, 1 cannot 


imagine. 


We will then proceed upon our author's ſuppoſition, 
that both texts ſpeak of the ſame thing, ſince he ac 
counts that the moſt probable. I cannot upon this 
ſuppoſition imagine it ſo uncertain, whether they ſpeak 
of Timothy's ordination. For they muit either {peak 
| of that, or the giving the extraordinary gifts of the 
HFoly Ghoſt. But the giviny of thoſe extraordinary 


gifts muſt be without any good reaſon aſcribed to the 


laying on of the hands of the presbytery; ſince we 

never read of any other perſons laying on their hands _ 
for that end, beſide the apoltles, except in the caſe of 
Ananias, to whom God gave an expreſs, immediate or- 
der for it. Dr. [7/hitby ſays, in his note upon Act. viii 15. 
That the Holy Ghoſt was never thus confer'd, but 
phy the hands of an apolile”. And he ſeems not to 
leave room for the exception that I have made: the 
reaſons of which may be fetch'd from his note upon 
Act. ix. 18. where he ſays: © Ananias only laid his 
© hands upon him, that he might receive his fight; 
« and that he was repleni!h'd with the Holy Ghoſt _ 
„ by the immediate gift of Chriit, he being an Uh = 
eſus _ 


Eſpecially, fince Calvin himſelf, as well as others, have 


ot of man, nor by man, Gal. i. 1. but by 
ct Chriſt alone. „„ e 


been of opinion that the word presbytery, 1 Tim. iv. 14. 


may well enough be underſtocd, net of a company of preſ- 


byters, but of the office. 


Ihe word mgt9C]iewr is never taken in this ſenſe, 
in any other place in the the New Teſtament, but al- 


ce that thou ſlir vp the gift of God, which is in thee by 
the putting on of my hands, 2 Tim. i. 6. yet notwith- 


1 Tim. iv. 14.) the gift that is in thee, which was 
given thee by prophecy, with the laying on the hands of 
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ways for a company of perſons; and if it be ſo unden- 
ſtood in this place, the conſtruction is eaſy and natural; 
Whereas if it be ſuppos'd here to ſignify an office, tis 
quite otherwile. Neglect not the gift that is in thee, 


© avbich was given thee by prophecy, with the laying on of the 


 hanas of the precbyterate, or «ffice of presbyters. Has 


tte office hands to lay on ? Atid if ag27f1]8ets be join d 


with eius, the trajection is ſo harin, that a man 


Without great neceſſity would not admit the like in any 


text. And by what I have ſaid concerning the method 
of ordination in the apoſtles days, *tis evident there is 

no ſuch neceſſity in this caſe. And whatever led Mr. 
Calvin into that ſenſe of the place, I dont find he has 
many who agree with him. Dr. Hammond, Whitbyg 


and the generality of cominentators antient and mo- 
deiern, underſtand by the word here uſed, a college of 
_ perſons. Tis indeed common for the epiſcopal writers to 
aallege the contrary interpretation, in anſwering our ar- 
gument from the text: but they ſeem not themſelves _ 
to be perſuaded, that there is any reaſon to beleive it. 
T bus for inſ{lance the learned biihop of Oxford, in his 


 Diſcomſeof Church Government, when he is replying to 


us p. 300. urges this. But that he thought there was 


nothing in it, appears by his bringing it eiſewhere, as a 
proof of the churches then having fixed officers. Thus 
J. 114. «* 'There was a presbytery, or college of elders, _ 


in the place where 7imthy was ordain'd : for it was 


| 1 by the impoſition of their hands, that he receiv'd : 
e his orders. Yet this was not done without an apo- 


_ © now cited is confer'd upon him by the presbytery, 


in another place is ſaid to have been given him 
© by the impoſition of St. Paul's hands.” The 
_ firſt words of this paſlage, eſpecially conſidering what 


they are brought to prove, imply that this college of, 
presbyters belong'd to one particular place; but how 


that can be reconciled with what he ſuggeſts p. 3or. 
that the presbytery may Lay a college of apoſtles and 

_ biſhops, or one apoſile and fome biſhops, who jointly 
laid their hands on Timothy, I dont underſtanc. 
And here by the way SHES, (bt not grauting) that 
beth theſe texts ſpeak of "Timothy's ordination, and 1 


[8] 


| the word presbytery in one of them is 70 be underſtood 


of perſons, and not of an office, *tis obſervable that 


the gift is ſaid to be in, or to be given to, Timothy, 


2 Tim. i. 6, by (Ns) the impoſition of the apcſt es hands, 
and 1 Tim. iv. 14. ut by, bit only with (ulla) the im- 


Pofetion of the hands of the presbytery. Which is a fair 


iutimation that the oft Was convey d | by F. Paul als; „ 
and that the other haads ſerdd only ta the greater ſo- 


lemnity of the act. 


* 


This obſervation is neither true, nor to our authors 
purpoſe. Tis not true; for thole prepoſitions are 


uſed more promiſcuouily in the New Teſtament. 


Comp. AF. xiv. 27. xv. 12. But beſides, tis 
nothing to the purpole ; for according to our au- 
thor's notion of Imothy, what ordination mult 


the apoſtle be ſuppoſed to ſpeak of? Muſt it not be 


that, when he was made a biſhop ? Do's he not ſup- 
5 poſe the whole Epiſtle delign'd to ſtir him up to, and 
direct him in, the diſcharge of the epiſcopal office? 
I his then being ſuppoſed, who muſt be the perſons, 
who, according to his own notion, laid their hands on 
Timothy! Muit they not have been biſhops ? If then 
his obſervation has any thing in it, the biſhops only 
laid on hands for the greater ſolemnity of the act, and 
their act without an apoſtle would have ſignified no- 
thing: and fo there is an end of all impoſition f 
hands at once. Into ſuch inconſiſtencies do men run, 
when they reſolve to maintain an opinion, right or 


And by the way, I cannot imagine, what ſhould 
make the epiſcopal writers ſhew ſuch an unwillingneſs _ 
do allow that there were others, beſide St. Paul, con- 


cern'd in Timothy's ordination, and who had authorit 


to convey the office. For however the old canons al- 
low a biſhop alone to ordain presbyters and deacons, 
aud the inferior orders, yet tis contrary to all the rules 
of the aneient church, as well as their own, for a biſhop 


to be ordain'd by a ſingle biſhop. _ | 
© And therefore tho* Timothy as an evangeliſt, di- 
* ſtinguith'd from other presbyters by extraordinary 


4 gifts, would have the chief hand in all ordinations; 
< yet tis unreaſonable to think he would ordain 
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V 
F alone; ſince he could not but remember an apoſtle 
would not do fo, but join d the presbytery with him, 
<« at the time when he was ordain'd himſelf.“ p. 37. 
Againſt this, he has nothing but what has been an- 
)  HMQ>TuEEFS 
„Our Adverfaries here further urge, that tho' the 
0 presbytery might join with Paul, or Timothy, in lay- 
* ing on of hands; yet they could not rightfully lay 


on hands alone. And this they pretend is evident 


© from theſe directions ſo peculiarly given to Timo- 
© thy, whereby he is required to commit the things he 
c * hud heard to faithful men, to lay hands fal „ 
c % man, &c. Why, ſay they, 0 


charge ſo peculiarly given to him, if the presbyters 


c. by their office had the ſame power? This ſnews 


4 that Timothy's concurrence was neceſſary, and that 
de the conveyance of the office depended on him, and 


. I wiſh I knew which 


c that the reit could do nothing without him.“! 
Rem. p. 50. This is a pretty fair repreſentation o 
our argument, ſaving that it may be Ty by far- 

| : 


ther circumſtances: "Tis pity then he 


ius be taken in the car advantageous ſenſe for us: 


tthe leaſt advantageous ſenſe. I think the words 
have but one ſenſe. and that we be underſtood to urge 
this argument only as ſufficient to ſatisfy any reaſonable _ 


nan; while the contrary to what we iner cannot other- 


ould he have this 1 


5 | he did not make 
os the improvement. and provided the words he lende 


was the moſt, and which 


wiſe be made appear. And would he have had me put 


this laſt clauſe into the objection ? This is quite fo- 
reign to it, but is debated in other parts of the diſ- 
courſe. How unwillingly do's our author acknow- 


ledge any thing to be fair in a man, whoſe conduct he 


has ſet himſelf tocondemn ? What need of thisallay of the 

allowed fairneſs of the repreſentation, eſpecially when 

he is not able himſelf to mend it, and make it fairer? 
Such Kind of talk is not very ſurprizing in a man, 

_ whois reſolved to make a ſhew of ſaying ſomething, 
when he really has nothing to ſay, Now as this is 
the chief, nay, I may almoſt ſay, the only argument 
they bring from ſcripture, I defire the reader carefully 

to obſerve, whether I have not given a full anſwer 


| c 


cc 


+ - 


„ UT 


te Beſide what has been already ſaid, I will ſhew 
ou the weakneſs of this way of arguing, by trying 
a it will hold, when apply'd to another place 
of ſcripture : and certainly if it be not jult in the 
one, it cannot be ſo in the other. Now I very 
much miſtake the opinion of our adverſaries, if it 
do's not lead them to-condemn the ſame kind of in- 
ference from another text. Ihe words I refer to, are 
thoſe which Chrilt ſpake to / ere, when the reſt of 
* the apoliles were preſent, Matth. xvi. 19. Aud I 
will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom-of heaven ; 
and whatſoever thou ſhalt bind ou earth, ſoall be 
„ bound in heaven : and whatſoever thou jhalt boſe 
on earth, ſball be Icoſed in heaven. They may as 
well infer that what Chriſt there ſays to Peter was 
e peculiar to him, and did not belong to the other 
apoſtles, becauſe Chriſt ſpeaks ſo peculiarly to him, 
and that when the others were preſent; as they can 
' infer from Paul's ſpeaking ſo peculiarly to Timo, 
that the things he commends to him, belong'd 
ſolely to him, and not to all the other presbyters of 
the church. And the caſe is really the ſame. For 
as Timothy) would be among other presbyters, ſo 
would Peter be among the other apoſtles, their 
ſpeaker, prolocutor, or foreman; if I may make 
uſe of thoſe terms, which are ſo familiar in our own 
language. He was the firſt or chief apoſtle ; and 
before the apoſtles departed from Feruſalem to ſpread 
the goſpel in the world, he was continually the 
mouth of the whole body of them, when he was 
preſent. The ſame might be ſaid concerning 
Chriſt's command to him particularly, John xxi. 


15, &c. to feed his lambs and his ſheep. *T's a very 


general interpretation of the ancients: that what 
Chriſt there ſays to Peter, he ſays to all the apo- 

{iles. And fo in like manner, ſay I, whatever dire- 
ctions Paul gives to Timothy, he gives to all 
the presbyters who were with him. And there is 

full as much ſenſe in the papills pretending from 
Chrilt's words, that Peter had a ſupreme power 
of binding and looſing above all the other apoſtles, _ 
as there is in our adverſaries arguing from PauPs _ 
words, that Timothy had a ſupreme power of or- 

ee eee eee — — 


& gaining and governing above all the presbyters, who 
+ 1% Ld 
This anſwer appears to me to be in every circum- 


ſtance ſo clear and full, that I cannot doubt of its ſa- 


tisfying all, who will impartially conſider things. I 
do not wonder at our author's endeavours to ſhuffle 
it off with a very ſuperticial anſwer ; fince it will not 


admit of a ſolid one. I am the more ſatisfied with 


what 1 have ſaid, becauſe I ſee there is no pretence = 


- whatever for the epiſcopacy I oppoſe, which this 


_ conſideration do's not ettectually overthrow. I ſhall 
therefore, before I examine our author's remarks upon 


it, ofter a few conſiderations for the further clearing 


J 77TH TE... 
I. That tis very reaſonable to ſuppoſe the apoſtles, _ 
in planting churches, ſettled the ſame form of go _ 
vernment, which Chriſt himſelf did in founding the 
firſt ' chriſtian church, viz. that of Jeruſalem. The , 

EE conrary ſuppoſition is ſuch a reflection either on the 

apo 

5 NO of foreſight in him, as tho” he had not appre- 


tles, or elſe on his perfect wiſdom, and implies ſuch 


hended the inconveniences of the form of government 


bee appointed, till he had made trial of it, that it 
dodught not to be allow'd without the utmoſt neceſſity), 
and the fulleſt evidence of the matter of fact: that is 


ſcripture, as the firſt inſtitution. But our adverſaries 


cannot pretend any thing of this nature. Our au- 

thor grants Chriſt left the government of his church 
in a college of equals; and pretends not, as far as! 
Tee, to any more than probable arguments for the  * 
change of it, into the monarchical form. So that here 


tis plain, we contend for that form which was un- 


doubtedly the original inſtitution of our ſaviour; 


and they contend for that which was the reſult of : 
an alteration, which they can't pretend to be more 
than probable. Let any one then 


judge who are on 


the ſafer fide of the controverſy, — . _ 

| 2, If the opinion, that the apoſtles did not alter our 
__ faviour's original Inſtitution, is moſt honourable both 
for him and them; then, that interpretation of any par- 

ticular places of ſcripture is moſt reaſonable, and ought 


* 


(871. 


to be prefer'd, which beſt agrees therewith ; ſuppoſitig - 
there is no conſiderable objection that lies againſt it. 
And for this realon I interpret the Epiſtles to Timothy 


and Titus, as I do. 


3. The only probable reaſon that is given for Chriſt's 
| ſpeaking lo peculiarly to Perer, and giving him that 
power which belong'd to the college of apoſtles, who 
were in office equal to him, ſeems to be this; that he 
| hereby deſig'd to ſignify, there ſhould, for the fake of 
order and unity, be one chief perſon in the ariſtocra- 


tical form of government he inſtituted. I muſt own, 


5 I never met with any reaſon that look'd with any pro- 
bability beſide this; which is the opinion of the an- 
tients generally. See Mr. Doduell, De unitatis principio, 


- ſect. I 4, & 4268. : 


4. All the directions given particularly to Timothy 
by the apoſtle, are very conſiſtent with the np 
tion, that the presbyters who were with him had 
the power of doing the ſame things, tho' he was to 
be chief; becaule in ſpeaking thus particularly to Ti- 

motiin, he ſpeaks no otherwiſe, than Chriſt himſelf 
did of exactly the fame matter. Whom may we ſup- 
poſe the apoſtles were ſo likely to imitate in their 
treating of the affairs of the church, as our ſaviour 
hbimſelf? Did our ſaviour then chuſe in his life time, 
and after his death, to ſpeak to one as chief in the 
college of governors, veſted with an equal authority? 
And {izall we not ſuppoſe his apoſtles would do the 
Tame? The language of our faviour in this caſe is 
a direction to all prudent perſons, how to underſtand 
his inſpired apoltles, when they ſpeak of the ſame _ 
thing. And this accounts likewiſe for our faviour's 
ſo particularly addretiing to ſingle perſons, as the an-= "| 
3 gel. of the ſeven churches - for T muſt own that ſeems © 
to me the moit probable. Our lord did not therein | 
vary from that way of ſpeaking, which he uſed while 
here on earth. So that there is no manner of reaſon _ 
to admit of ſuch an alteration of the firſt inſtitution, 


$ . 


as our adverſaries would ſuppoſe. _ 


Let me here obſerve how biſhop Hall repreſents this, 


in the ſcheme he ſent to Archbiſhop Laud, Cant. Doom, 


« and 


| P. 237. © But when the apoſtles found that quarrels 
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© ind emulations grew in the church, | the archs 
biſhop added, even while many of them were living ] 
e thro? the parity of presbyters, and ſide- takings of the 
* people; the ſame apoſtles, by the appointment and 
& direction of the ſame ſpirit, raiſed in each city, 


f where the church was more frequent, one amongſt 
CC, 


© the presbyters to a more eminent authority than the 


< relt, to ſucceed them in their ordinary power of or- 
ee dination and cenſure, and encharged them peculiar- 
cl, with the care of church government; ſuch were 
e Timothy, and Titus, and thoſe which were ityled, 
© the angels of the ſeven Aſian churches.” This re- 
preſentation, however diſhonourable'to our ſaviour, is 
approved by many. But who can doubt, whether my 
J much better? eu hoon 
Nor do I know of any ſingle objection, that is not 


eaſily and fully anſwer'd from this ſcheme. And par- 
ticularly it accounts for the early appearance of epiſ- 
copacy in the primitive church. It would indeed ſeem 


very trange to me, that the government of the church 


ſhould fo ſoon become epiſcopal, if I were perfuaded_ 


that .Chriſt ellabliſh'd it at firſt in an abſolute parity. 


But the precedence, which 1 ſuppoſe to be his own in- 
ſtitution, would give a fair opportunity for ſuch a 


corruption as ſoon crept into the church, and which, 


I ͤmult own, ſeems to me much more likely to be he 
nyſter) of iniquity, which began to work in the apo- 
ſtle's days, than the ſect of the Greſtics, ” 


* 


And as I have conſtantly declared for ſuch a prece- 
dence, I don't ſee to what good purpoſe Mr. Chilling- 
worth's Demonſtration is printed by way of Appendix 
_ againſt me. 1 carry this precedence, or priority, higher 
than he do's, even to the inſtitution of our ſaviour. 
However, had his piece been to the purpoſe, it was not 
very fair in our author to cite him againſt me, with- 
3 out taking notice of Mr. Lawder's learned Anſwer to 


Now I will ſet down the remark he makes upon 


this anſwer of mine to their chief argument. 


Rem. p. 52. This long anſwer will receive a ſhort and 
_ obvious reply. Had our ſaviour never ſaid the ſame 


| thing to the other apoſtles, which he did to Peter. Matth. 


„ OS 
xvi. 19. it muſt in reaſon have been yielded, that Peter 
had the ſole, or ſupreme power of binding and looſing 
granted to him, unleſs the contrary could otherwiſe be 
certainly proved. And the like is to be faid as to the 
claim of ſupreme paſtorſhip, from John xxi. 15, @c. 
And therefore in anſwering the arguments of papiſts 
from the foreſaid words of Chriſt, we always ſhew, that 
our ſaviour elſewhere granted the ſame power to the 
other apoſtles. And 3 we prove by other irrefra- 
gable arguments, that Peter had no ſuch ſupremacy as is 
Z... OT. 
And can our author find in his heart to call this a 
reply? Our controverly is, whether the ſpeaking ſo 
particularly to one perſon, and committing eccleſiaſti- 
cal power to him, mult according to ſcripture language 
be underſtood to imply, that that perſon is alone intru- 
ſted with eccleſiaſtical power. I prove it do's not in 
the place our adverſaries allege, becauſe it confeſledly 


do's not in others exactly parallel. Is it poſſible then 


to take off the force of my anſwer, without ſhewing 
the diſſimilitude of the places which are compar'd toge- _ 
ther? This our author do's not ſo much as pretend. 
He fays; they always ſhew our ſaviour granted the 
| ſame power to the other apoſtles. And do's not that 
_ demonſtrate the truth of my aſſertion; that ſuch ways 
of ſpeaking to a ſingle perſon, are perfectly conſiſtent 


with others having the ſame power? And have not 1 


made it evident, that presbyters by virtue of their of- 
fice, have the ſame power Timothy had, excepting what 

_ reſulted from his extraordinary gifts? He ſays, they 

prove by other irrefragable arguments, that Peter had 
no ſuch ſupremacy as is by the Papiſts pretended. And 
is not the ſupremacy which they claim for Peter o- 
ver the apoſtles, the ſame with that the epifcoparians . 
claim for Timothy, as a biſhop over presbyters? If then 

ſuch a way of ſpeaking will not eſtabliſh the claim in 

one cale, is it not a demonſtration it will not do it in 

the other? Beſides, tho' this way of ſpeaking do's not 

evidence Peter to have had the ſupremacy the Papiſts - 
pretend; yet it do's, in my judgment, eſtabliſh a prima- 


cy given to Peter. And this is allowed by many of our 


_ adverſaries, to be the import of our ſaviour's 1 | 
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him. And ſince this is granted to be the meaning of 


ſuch expreſſions in ſome places; what poſſible reaſon 


can there be, they ſhould ſignify more in others, which 
relate to the ſame thing, but were uſed afterwards, and 
ſo were leſs liable to be miſtaken, in as much as ſuch 
_ precedents would be a rule for the interpreting them? 
But let us hear the reſt of his anſwer. 


Aud when Mr. P. or any body elſe can ſhew, that St. | 


Paul faid the ſame things to others, that were with Ti- 

mothy, which he ſaid to him in the places from which 
die argue; or can otherwiſe certainly prove, that the preſ- 

_  byters where "Timothy was, had the power of ordaining 
without him, we will grant that our foreſaid argument 
is anſwered. But till then (and that, I am ſatisfied, 

wvilll be long enough ) we ſhall have reaſon to infiſt, that 

ou inference be received as probable at leaſt, and the _ 

N 1 © 7h rejected as improbable. =  * 
%%% 


I have prov'd it as plainly, 


cauſe we do not fubmit to a pretended inſtitution, the 


main foundation and ſupport of which is at length 
come to no more than a probability? _ 


6. My fixth particular was this:“ The power of 


c adminiſtring ſacraments, the ſigns and ſeals of the co- 
© venant of grace, and more eſpecially the power 
<< of bleſſiing and ſanctifying things to repreſent, ſeal, 
© and apply the body and blood of Chriſt, is ſo very 
4 great, that tis not eaſy to ſuppoſe a greater power is 
0 lodg'd in any men, than what they have who receive 


this. 


and fully, as can 
be deſir'd, that there was no ſtanding order of mini- 
ſters higher than presbyters. If the apoſtles were, as F_ 
have prov'd, of that order, the evangeliſts muſt be of 
it too. And therefore if Timothy had the power of or- 
dination, in the character of an ordinary miniſter, it 
mult be as a presbyter; and conſequently, every rightly _ 
ordain'd presbyter muſt have the power of ordination. 
My argument do's not go upon bare probabilities, but 
upon certain evidence, concerning the original inſtitu- 
tion of our lord himſelf; and ſo is not to be anſwer's 
by mens gueſſes, which I have evidenced not to carry 
any probability in them. And by the way, are not 
our modern zealots rare divines, and caſuiſts, who are 
for leaving us to the uncovenanted mercy of God, be- 


Ch] - 


ec this. There ought therefore to be clear evidence, 


< and full proof, that thoſe whom Chriſt has intruſt- 
_ © ed with this power, have not all other powers what- 


© ever, which Chriſt has lodg'd in any of his mini- 
J | 15 e e 


Our author here ſuggeſts, that I ſeem to have talen 

the hint of this argument Fes bur common adverſaries the 

_ papiſts., But this is a little odd; becaule he grants, 
they agree with him, in the main of his notion, and 
that I go not upon that peculiar fancy of theirs, on 

which they lay the greateſt ſtreſs. The truth is, I took _ 

the hint from biſhop Burnet, who, in his Vindication of . 

the church of Scotland, pleads zealouſly for Epilcopacy, 
310.“ As for the no- 


5 But drops this noted paſlage, 


< tion of the diſtinct offices of biſhop, and presbyter, I 1 
© confels, tis not ſo clear to me; and therefore ſince _ 
I look upon the ſacramental actions, as the higheſt 
e of ſacred performances, I cannot but acknowledge 
e theſe who are empower'd for them, mult be of the 
„ highelt office in the church. So I do not allege 
_ © a biſhop to be a diſtinct office from a presbyterz; | 
but a different degree in the ſame office, to whom, 
_ . © for order and unity's ſake, the chief inſpection and 
F care of eccleſiaſtical matters ought to be referr'd, 
© and who ſhall have authority to curb the inſolencies ; 


of ſome factions and turbulent ſpirits, ”” 


% 


me, I talk very weakly and idly. p. 5 ED which if 1 do, 

„ in The greater, ſays 
be, the powers are, which we allow to preybyters, is it 
therefore, I pray, the more or the leſs probable, that they 

ould have the power of communicating them to others? 
Il ſuppoſe the meaning of his. disjunction is this: 7s 
it tha more? way, is it not rather the leſs probable, &c. 
And ſol think his repeated ule of it in the next ſen- 
_ tence, plainly fixes this as the ſenſe. Now this ſeems 
very ſtrange reaſoning to me. The greater the power 
is which they have, the nearer it muſt certainly ap- 
proach to the greateſt that can he ſuppoſed : and can 


tis, as he ſees, in good company. 


that be an argument, that 'tis the leſs probable they 
_ ſhould have the greateſt "Lap 


M 2 byters 
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hut let us here our author's reaſoning concerning 
the thing it ſelf, and ſee whether he had reaſon to tell 


Let us put the caſe : pres 
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| byters have greater power than deacons; do's that 
then render it leſs probable they ſhould have the 
power of ordaining, than that deacons ſhould ? Or 
further, let us conſider the powers committed to men as 
ſo many truſts : when presbyters therefore axe thought 
_ worthy of one of the higheſt and moſt important trults, 
that can be lodg'd in men; is that no reaſon to think 
they may probably be intruſted with another? If that 
order is counted ſufficiently able and faithful for the 
mangement of one moſt awful truſt; will there not be 
the more probability, that they are counted Co likewiſe 
for the management of another? I think therefore 
With biſhop Burnet, this is a probable argument: and 
/ . ES OS 


| Gr, is it the more or the leſs probable (eſpecially th : 


being of neceſſity numerous in every chriſtian country) 
there ſhould be no ſuperior officers to overſee, and regu- 
late their exerciſe of them? Or, are the powers of preſ- 


- byters ſuch, that *tis hard to ſup ſe they ſhould be account 


able to any mortals in uy reſpe 


Tis a ſign there is ſo 


in this argument, or elſe our author would not ſo _ 
_ weakly oppole it, by attempting to faſten upon it an 


invidious conſequence, which no way belongs to it. 
is obvious according to my notion, thet every preſ- _ 


|  byter is accountable to mortals, to ſuperiors; for the 


presbytery, or whole body of presbyters in a church, 
JJ ũ EET 
not, why is it hard to ſuppoſe there ſhould be ſupe- 
rio church officers to call them to account, as to their 
condudt and behaviour in ſome 1 F 
And why may not I as well fay : why ſhould there 
not be ſuperior church officers to call biſhops to an 
account? His notion muſt at length run into mine; 
for tho' he makes biſhops ſuperior officers, he muſt _ 
| ſuppoſe them accountable to a college of biſhops; juſt 


25 1 holdpresbyters ſuperior officers, and ſuppoſe them 


| accountable to a college of presbyters. And if the 
reader will take the ſame courſe I uſe to do, and con- 


n ſider the caſe as it muſt be ſuppoſed to be at the firſt 


inſtitution, all will be eaſy. There were twelve apoſ- 
files, who had all equal power inherent in them; but 


me good degrees of pobability h 
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yet had for order and unity ſake one preſident or chief 
among them. While he preſided and was upon the 
ſpot, it would have been diſorderly for the reſt to have 
acted Without him; but in caſe of his abſence, they 
had a power of doing the ſame things. He had a pre- 
cedence indeed in managing affairs; but was as much, 


"is any other apoſtle, liable to be controul'd by the ret, 


ters from the authority of the civil magi 


if he did any thing amiſs: nor could he by his ſingle 
authority have proceeded againſt any one of then; 
nor had he a negative upon them. Aud ſuch a pre- 
cedence as this I look upon to be agreeable to the firſt 
)) .. ⁊ T9 
*Tis certainly as ſuppoſable they ſhould owe a ſubjectiun 
to ſome ſuch as have the ſame great and important pow= 
ers with themſelves, as to thoſe that have not. And yet 
I judge Mr. P. would not infer an exemption of preby= 
55 ſtrate : tho” the 
natural tendency of his argument is chiefly that way. 
I aſſert, they owe a ſubjection to thoſe who have 


the ſame important powers with themſelves, that is 
do the presbytery. How the natural tendency of my 


argument can be chiefly that way he talks of, he will 
do well to ſhew, ſince he aſſerts it. And if it be, yet 
What I have ſaid muſt ſhew the ſame to be the ten- 
dency of his argument in like manner. But this is 
a a caſe in which our preſent queſtion is not concern'd. 


_ Chriſt gave his miniFers only an eccleſiaſtical pow- 


er, and left them ſubjects to the civil magiſtrate, - : 


E juſt as they were before. He would not have his king- 
dom to be of this world, however a great many ſince 


have been for making it ſuch. Presbyters have no right 


to be exempted from the authority of the civil magiſtrate 


in civil things; but they and all mankind have a right 
to be exempted from it in religious matters, ſo long as 


they are not chargeable with any thing inconſiſtennt 


With the intereſt of the civil ſtate. 


lleave it now to the reader, to judge whether this 
argument has not a good degree of probability; and 
Whether I had not reaſon to ſuggeſt, that our ad verſa- 
ries ſhould bring clear evidence and full proof of their 
opinion, in order to weaken the force of the plea. 
And the rather may I inſiſt upon it, becauſe theſe 
TW — 
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powers were moſt certainly conjoin'd in the ſame per- 
ia the firſt inſtitution of an order of miniſters: and 
certainly they who pretend there was another order 
appointed afterwards, that had but a part of them, 
ought to bring as plain evidence of that ſecond in- 
ſtitution, as we do of the firſt. But if I never hear 
from our author till he produces that, I dare fay 1 
am not like to have any freſh trouble fpeedily. 
s But I muſt confefs, I never yet could ſee any 
© tolerable proof of it. Sen. 4 F 
Rem. p. 54. Tis very unwillingly doubtleſs, that he 
is brought to confeſ; this, And how could our author 
ſuppoſe it ſhould be otherwiſe, than very unwillingly, 
that I ſhould confeſs a matter, which thoſe of his de _ 
count an evidence of a man's ignorance, blindneſs, 
or ſtupidity? Is not our not ſeeing this made a great 
watter of reproach ? Do's not he here inſult me for it? 
 _ Was it not then very proper for me to ſay of a thing 
Which they would face us down is fo plain: I muſt. 
confeſs, I could never yet ſee any tolerable $709 A 
But he goes on: But there is an old proverb, none 
fo blind, as they that will not ſee. And this is the ci- 
_ © vility of this gentleman's conduct. Why ſhould he 
inſinuate my being unwilling to diſcover the truth in 
tmhis matter? I dont find that my notions are guided 
by a party, fince perhaps they fall in with no one 
e party intirely. Some kind of epiſcopacy, which he _ 
Knows the generality of the presbyterians abroad are 
againſt, I have all along declar d for. A diſintereſted re- 
gad to, and an impartial ſearch after truth, I am ſure 
I may without vanity pretend to: and if I may gueſs | 
at. our author's inquiries into theſe matters, by his way 
of writing concerning them, they have not per- 
| haps been ſo valily ſuperior to mine, as that he 
ſhould have much reafon to take upon him to talk at 
this magiſterial rate. Worldly advantages have never 
been upon the ſide I have taken: and 'tis ſtrange, if I 
am fo willfully blind, I ſhould be able to ſee what is 
againſt that temporal intereſt, which is well known 
to have a ſingular virtue in clearing mens eye fight. 
And I will now again declare, that upon all the inqui- _ 
_ ries I have made, I ſee nothing like clear evidence 4 ©: 


rente wit 
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the epiſcopal pretences I have oppoſed. And what · 


ever our author may think of it, I ſpeak herein my 


true ſenſe of that matter; and I aſſure him, he do's not 
more wonder at me for not ſeeing what he thinks he 
_ do's himſelf, than I do at him, for his having ſo con- 
ident a perſuaſion of that, which he has been able no 


better to defend, _ 


_ © Nay, they who are moſt concern'd to produce it, 
can't themſelves agree about it, but run into a mul. 
e titude of ways to confirm their opinion, which are 
“ very inconſiſtent with each other; and *tis with _ 
c much more ſolidity and judgment, they confute one 

© anothers particular ſchemes, than they eſtabliſh the 


great doctrine they ſtrive to maintain,” 


Rem. I can hardly forbear ſaying, that this is an un- 
2 For tho” ſome of "our wri= 
ters in defence of epiſcopacy may have their peculiar 
opinions itt ſome circumſtantial points, yet there is a very 

general (I think I may ſay, an univerſal) agreement 

e them in the main proofs of the great doctrine; whe- 
ther by that he means, the doctrine of a rightful ſtand- 
ing order or degree of miniſters 1 presbyters, or 

in, unleſs in concur- 


a „ 5 id ſuperior 


conſcionable miſrepreſentation. 


the no right of presbyters to or 
; a 2 


order or degree. If 


ſball own my ſelf very much miſtaken. But if 


tation of us to the world, or his own conſcience. 


That this author had very little reaſon to cenſure 

me, as he do's; or to ſpeak with ſo much aſſurance _ 
concerning the agreement of his own fide, will ſoon 
appear. Indeed I am heartily ſorry, that I muſt be 
forc'd to croud an account of this matter into a 
narrow compals, that I may not too unreaſonably in- 
large my anſwer. I have often wiſl'd, that ſome body 
who has. leiſure and inclination, would make a large 
collection of all the different ways which our adver- 
ſaries take to eſtabliſh their opinion, of which I an 
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I he can ſhew any conſiderable num- 
ber of our writers but pretending to coufute, or contra- 
_ difting one another, in what they advance as chiefly to 
be depended upon in proof of either of theſe 7 * 
not, I do not fee how he can juſtify this his repreſen- 
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dnly give a ſmall sketch, without ſetting down the 
Authors words at large. Re F 
I be claſhing ſentiments of the epiſcopal writers I 
hall reduce to two heads: Their notion of the epiſ- 
cCopal office: and the arguments they allege for it. 
I. There is a conſiderable difference among them 
concerning the very notion of the epiſcopal office. 
I. There are ſome of them, as I have had occaſion 
to ſhew, who hold that biſhops are ſuch officers, of _ 
which there cannot be more than one in one church, 
. _ andplate the whole of the controverſy therein. But 
_ our author himſelf denies that notion; and conſe- __ 
gquently has, in their opinion, given up the contro» _ 
1777 ͥ . EEE Io 
28. Some place the diſtinction between biſhops ang 
piresbyters in the ſuperiority of biſhops to presbyters, as 
to the power of juriſdiction and ordination : and ſo they _ 
hold that presbyters have the inherent right, but that 
Aà4uixeſtraint is upon them for order and unity ſake. Theſe 
do not look upon all ordinations by presbyters as in- 
valid. Of this judgment I think biſhop Burnet ap- 
pears to have been, when he wrote his Vindicat. of q; 
the Chureh of Scotland. I have already ſet down his 
Words. Of the ſame was Dr. Field, Of the Church, 
Book v. p. 135.139. Who makes biſhops and presby- 
ters of the ſame order: and fo do's Mr. Foſ. Mede, 
p. 26. of his Mors and the learned Dr. Whitaker, 
Contra Duræum, lib. 1x. ſect. 55. p. 225. and biſhop | 
Crofts, Naked Truth, p.48. and archbiſhop Uſer, as 
appears by his Reduction of Epiſcopacy, and what he 
Adeclar'd to Mr. Baxter ſee Mr. B "Life, d . 
Theſe make a biſhop only a different degree in the | 
ſame order. And biſhop Downham is cited by Mr. 
Baxter to the ſame purpoſe, Treat. of Epiſcop. p. 52. 
But archbiſhop Laud could not bear any thing like 
| this: fee his Life writ by Heyl. p. 400. And in a 
letter of his to Biſhop Hall, he ſays, Cant. Doom, p.264. 
What you paſs by, as not much material in the que- 
I ſtion, is, in our judgment here, the very main of _ 
« the cauſe; and *tis, whether epiſcopacy be an order, 
5 10 or degree ? An order certainly, if it be of divine 
= 2d annolical inflate, 7 noo nn innians 
F wine 
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Whoſe notion are we here to follow ? Biſhop Uſer's - 
the presbyterians at the reſtoration would have ſub- 
mitted to: but this was look'd upon by others, and 
y Biſhop Coſius, as I have ſhew'd, quite 


particularly 


to overthrow epiſcopacy. 


II. They ditter very widely in the arguments they 
bring for epilcopacy, and their proofs overthrow one 


another. ; 


Ti. Some argue for it as a lawful, prudent conſti- 


tution, and eſtabliſh it upon the authority of the civil 


magiſtrate. Thus go all the Eraftians, who have 
formerly been conſiderable in the church. Cranmer, 
 Whitgift, and Stillingflcet in his Irenicum, go upon 


this notion. They think no particular form of g- 
vernment is of divine inſtitution; which is moſt ve- 


hemently deny'd by the generality of the modern de- 
fenders of epiſcopacy, who plead tis of divine inſti- 
tution and unalterable, ſo eſlential to a church, that 
there can't be a church, but only in name, without it. 
2. Thoſe that hold it of divine inſtitution can as 


little agree in their proof of it. For, 


(.I.) Some lay the foundation of the two orders 
of biſhops and presbyters upon our ſaviour's ap- _ 


pointing the twelve apoſtles, and afterward the 


ſeventy diſciples, Theſe they make to have been ſuc- _ 
ceeded by biſhops and presbyters, and aflert that 
N the apoſtles had a power over the ſeventy. This no- 
tion is embraced by Biſhop Taylor, Epiſc. aſſerted, 
Pei. 22. 49, &c. and Dr. Scot. Chriſt. Life, Vol. 3. 
v. 388, &c. But Saravia denies the ſeventy were 
ſubject to the twelve apoſiles, Defenſio, p. 25. And this 
bie argues from their receiving their power immedi- 
ately from Chriſt. Biſhop Sti/lingfleet agrees with him, 
Tren. p. 218. Dr. Whitby ſays, on Luke x. 1. © The 
© antients ſometimes make this compariſon. But then 
it mult be allo granted, that this compariſon wil! 
ee not ſtrictly hold: for the ſeventy received not their 
_« milhon, as presbyters do, from biſhops ; but imme- 


© diately from the lord Chriſt, as well as the apoſtles, 


© and in their firſt miſſion were plainly ſent on the 
* ſame errand, and with the fame power. The Dr. 


Cs - 


thinks however, there is a fair foundation for ſuppo- 


ſing the power of ordination belongs to bishops, and 


not to presbyters, becaule the ſeventy had not a power 
to give the Holy Ghoſt, But this is not very ſtrong. 
For if the two orders are derived firſt from the inſti- 
tution ofthe apoſtles, then the ſeventy ; *tis plain the 
apoſtles had not then that power. And tis clear 
enough, that their power in the chriſtian church muſt _ 


be dated from a later commiſſion, which Chriſt gave 


them when he was leaving the world. And if they 


were equal before, there can be no ſuch fair founda- 
tion as he ſuppoſes. And indeed I can't but won- 


der at the inconſiſtency of the antients, who make _ 
the ſeventy to be presbyters, and yet ſay that the 


| ſeven deacons were all choſen out of that number.. 
What a noble advancement do we think that muſt 
be? They that uſe the office of a deacon well purchaſe 

to themſelves a good degree, as the apoſtle tells us, that 


is, deſerve to be advanced to the order of presbyters ; 
but what ill conduct did the antients know of in 


| | theſe men full of the Holy Ghoſt, that they being 


presbyters ſhould be ſhoved down to the inferjor order 
of deacons ? Beſides, biſhop Patrick argues, the power 


ol being apoſtles was not given to the twelve, til! 


350 the day of pentecoſt, Dignity | of R 2 Chr iſtian Ds eſt 
Hood, p. 8, 50, 68. And he holds that whatever 


power the apoſtles were to communicate to their ſu T- 1 
ceſſors, they receiv'd before our lord's alcenſion. Now _ 
iff this be true, the apoſtles muſt have receiv'd the 


power of ordination before our lord's aſcenſion, and 


conſequently before they had the power of giving tjꝗee 


Holy Goſt confer'd upon them; and ſo Dr. Whitby's 
argument is contuted; viz. that biſhops, and not 


presbyters have the power of ordination ; becauſe the 


twelve, and not the ſeventy, gave the Holy Ghoſt, | 
Again this is contradicted by another notion, eſpou- 
ſed by Dr. Hammond, Hol. Iv. p. 781. He ſuppoſes 
Chriſt made the twelve at firſt only deacons, ſending 
them out with a power to preach and baptize, Mark 


ill. 14. that he advanced them to priefis, when he 


gave them power to adminiſter the lord's ſupper, Lule 


* 
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XXIi. 19. that he promoted them to biſhops, when 
he gave them the keys, Jon xx. 21, 22, 23. and 


laſtly, that he made them apoſtles, when he ſent them 


into all the world, Matth. xxviii. 19. Now according 


to this notion, the twelve themſelves were at their firſt 
' million only deacons; how then could the ſeventy be 


presbyters, and yet inferior to them? Belides, the Dr. 
owns the ſeventy were but temporary officers, and 
ceaſed upon their return. See his zote upon Luke vi. 13 


(..) Another proof of epiſcopacy is brought from the 
power which the apoſtles had, and biſhops are pre- 


| tended to be the only ſucceſſors of the apoſtles, and to 
ſucceed them in their ſuperiority to common elders. 
This is the notion of my other learned adverſary, of 


5 Bp. Hicks, Mr. Leſley, and many others, who talk 


of biſhops having the apoſtolical power tranſmit- 
ted to them in ſolidum, and their receiving a pleni- 
tude of apoſtolical power, with ſuch like jargon. _ 

This is confuted by Dr. Barrow P. Suprem. p. 79. 
and has been lately expos'd, as it deſerv'd, by Bp. 
 Hoadley in his Preſervative. Nay the zealous Mr. Dod- 
doe ll expreſly ſays, Paranes. ad exteros, p. 68. That 
© the office of apoſtolate ceaſed with the laſt apoſtle, 
e {ince there were no ſucceſſors appointed of any apo- 


0 ſtle, but of Judas only. And ſo it came to pals, _ 

cc that the order of presbyters from that time became 

cc the higheſt, which before had been only the ſecond 
© in the church of Jeruſalem. f Comp. p. 54, 55 _ 
Again, ſome to avoid the conſequence that might 


be drawn from the firſt church of Jeruſalem, pretend 
the commiſſion to go into all the world, was not gi= _ 
ven to the apoſtles in common, but that each ſingle 
_ apoſtle had his reſpective province or biſhoprick. 
Thus Dr. Hammond in the place, cited before, and in 
his notes upon Atts i. And his 5 e is taken from 
Der. 20. And his bijhoprick let another tale: and ver. 25, 
Rr Trp he on ena Fro Ol Oo N „ 5 That 


ä . -———_— — 4 


De ſacrificio miſſue. | : „ 5 | | 


+ Defecerat cum ultimo apoſtolo etiam apoſtolatus officium, cum nulli; 
præterquam Jud proditoris, ſufficerentur apoſtolorum ſucceſſores. Ita cons 
tigit, ur ſummus deinceps eſſet, qui olim ſecundus, in eccleſia Hiereſoly « 


ana, ordo fuerat preebyterorum., 


_ , That he may take part of 


. 1, 
this miniſtry and apoſtleſbp, 
From which Judas by tranſe;#(ion i that he Fier b 
according to the Pr. Matthias | might go to his oun _ 
place; that is, the province which had been before aſ- 
flign'd to Judas, but was now alloted him. But this 
interpretation, and ſo all the Dr's plea, is exprelly re- 

futed by Dr. H/hitby, on the place: by Bp. Stillingfleet, 

Tren. b. II. c.6, So that here is no agreement in this 

proof for lingie rulers. Dr. Barrow likewiſe contra- 
dicts Dr. Hammond's notion; for he cites thoſe words 

of Cioryſoſcom with approbation, Pop. Supr. p. 82. 


e apoſtles were rulers, ordained by God; rulers _ 
© not taking ſeveral nations and cities, but all of them 


© nin common intruſted with the whole world.“ 


Comp. b. 78. Nay Mr. Doduell rejects the ſame noti- 
- oC erm Bron oo Eon 
3.) Another of our adverſaries proofs is brought 


from St. James being biſhop of Ferufulem. There 
are few of them who fail to inſiſt upon this; but yet 


they cannot agree ß EEE 
I.) Some of them earneltly contend, this James was 
not the fon of 4/pheus, or one of the twelve. So Dr. 
Scot, p. 394+ Bp. Taylor, Epiſc. aſſet. p. 16, 70, 71. 


. 


"Ad a mighty ſtreſs is laid upon his preſiding in the 
council of Jeruſalem, which mult beſpeak his great 


dignity as a biſhop, ſince there were apoſtles in the pri- 
mary ſenſe preſent there. 1 „% a 


2.) The inconvenience of the former notion is ap- 


prehended by others, who earneſtly contend, this 
James was the ſon of Alpheus, and one of the twelve. 
This way go's Bp. Pearſon, Lett. in Acta, p. 58. Bp. 
er, e in Ignatium, c. xvii Dr. Ihitby, pref. 
to the Epiſt | 
Mr. Doduell, Dif}. iggfrenaum, in praf. and Paran. p.18. 
But then Dr. BarM&'s argument is directly contrary 
to this notion; for he contends, an apoſtle could not 


become a biſhop, P. SUPrem. p. 82, 83, 04 _ 


% James: Dr. Cave, Life of St. James: 


» (.) Another proof is taken from the epiſcopacy of © 


* Tim«thy and Titus. But in this, tho? it be their chief 


plea, they confute one another moſt egregioully : and 


ſome pretend that the apoſtle, in his Epiſtles to Timo- : 
"thy and Titus, uſes the terms biſhop and presbyter po- 
oo | V 


VVV © Ty 

mifcuouſly, only to expreſs ſuch officers as we now 
Call presbyters. And they infer,” that they had trot 
the power of ordination , becauſe Timothy and Ti- 
tus are {ingly charged therewith. This way go Bp. 


Madl, and many others. But unteſs every circum- 
{tance here be exactly true, the argument will not hold 
againſt us. And that they cannot agree about this mat- 


ter, is evident. The great foundation of this plea is 


really overthrown by thoſe, who hold that any, whom 


they are directed to ordain, had the power of ordinati- 
on: particularly by thoſe who approve of Chryſoftorr's 
notion, that thy? the apoſtle mentions only one order, 
that of biſhops; yet he includes the other as little differ- 
ing from it. This is often mention'd againſt us, See 
Dr. Whitby, en i Iim. in, But how will the argument 
hold good, from the apoſtle's giving the charge 5 parti- 
culari) to them, chen this notion allows ſome of thoſe 
ordered by them had this power? And if it be granted, 
that notwithſtanding the way in which his charge runs, 


| ſome of thoſe presbyters had the power; I can't 


imagine how it can be proved, that any of them were 


Without it. 


ordain none but biſhops, that had the power of ordi- 


nation. Bp. Taylor, Epiſc. aff. p. 85. holds thoſe they 
_ were to ordain were all proper biſhops. Bp. Burnet is 
of the ſame wind, and to avoid the inconvenience of 

the apoſtle's making no mention of the middle order, 
he pretends he left out theloweſt; and that the deacons 


Timothy was to ordain fignite presbyters, Hiſtory of 
the rights of Princes, p. 4, 6. and pref. p. 15. Dr. Ham- 
 mond agrees with them, that the biſhops and preſ- 
byters ſignify proper bithops, and nobly purſues his 


thought, making Timothy and Titus archbiſhops of 
provinces, with their ſuffragan biſhops under them. 


| And then aſter the rate of biſhop Hoad))'s arguing, the 


. 
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Others again deny the terms /p and precbyter 
ate ever uſed fo promiſcuouſly, and aſſert that the 
Word % p always fignifies thoſe we peculiarly now 
call fo, Thus Bp. Pearſon's Vindiciæ, lib. ii. c. 123. 
Now according to this notion, Bp. Hoadly is widely _ 
out of the way; and Timothy was fo far from being di- 
rected only to ordain presbyters, that his charge is to 


— 


———w—w — 


-— 9 — — 


„ 

Dr. muſt appropriate the power of ordination to arch- 
| biſhops. Indeed the Dr. could not but aſſert thoſe preſ- _ 
byters to be biſhops, becauſe he thought both terms al- 

Ways lignify ſuch in the New Teſtament, and that the 
ſecond order was not then inſtituted, In this Dr. Mau- 


- _ rice, Deſ. p.27. and Bp. Hoadly, Brief Def. p. 113. 


ſtick not to contradict the Dr's notion. of 
But now to compleat the farce of this very general, 


or univerſal agreement of the epiſcopal writers; where- _ 


as Dr. Hajmond holds that the order of presbyters was 
not then inſtituted, Mr. Dodwell on the cantrary pla- 
ces the rile of epiſcopacy A. D. 106. Paran. p. 102. 


Which ſeems to be ſomewhat later than he apprehended, _ 


| when he publiſh'd his Diſcourſe concerning one Prieft- : 
Hood, and one Altar, For there, b. 248 he ſays: © Du- 
s ring the firſt times of the apoſtles, they did for a 


* while forbear the ſetting any biſhop up in any _ 


e conſiderable ſuperiority over his brethren. Tho 
© by the moſt creditable accounts of the later times of 


« the apoſtles, we have reaſon to believe that it was 


60 done by the laſt ſurviving apoſtles; yet we have 


_ © here a prudent reaſon, why for ſome time it ſhould _ 


hy the conſent of all, there was one order call'd ei- 
ther biſhops or preſbyters; we leave it to our adverſa- 


ries to Wrangle among themſelves which it was, and 


where to place the inRitution of another; and when 


DTS they have done contradicting one another about it; . 
and give us ſome clear evidence of the pretended in- 


ſtitution (which is not like to be ſpeedily) we ſhall 
further examine it. Only by the way, we cannot e- 
| lily hearken to Mr. Doduell, who would repreſent our 


arguing as very precarious, when we infer that the 


form of eccleſiaſtical diſcipline, which was to be re- 
ceiv'd afterwards, is to be learnt our of the New Teſta- 
ment, Paran. p. 47. For certainly Bp. Burnet ſpeaks 
very reaſonably, when he ſays, Yindicat. of the Church 
of Scotland, p. 335. That without ſcripture warrants 
no new offices may be inſtituted? And according 
to Mr. DedwelFs, Dr. Hammond's, and ſome others no- _ 
tion, here is confeſſedly one office without ſcripture _ 
Warrant. d ena 
| $4) 


ia) 


(5.) Another proof of epiſcopacy is bake from 


 Epaphroditus, who is pleaded to have been the biſhop of 


Philippi, becauſe he is call'd their apoſtle : Philip. il, 
25: So Dr. Scot, p. 397. Dr. Nichols's 0 P. 
238. and many others. 1 
6.) In like manner ſome argue from: 2 Cor. viii. 23, 


| where St. Paul ſpeaks of the apollles, or meſſenzers, of 


the churches. So Mr. Bui cough, Or C Dui Gover u- 
ment, p. 95. and many others. 
But both theſe ar guments are con futed by Mr. Dod- 


well, Diſſ. Cypr. p. 12 3. Paran. p. 138, 


(90 Another proof is alleg'd from the angels of the 55 
| ſeven churches, whom they argue to have been ſingle 
_ perſons, and to have had ſeverally the care of their 
reſpective churches committed ſingly to them, and. 


therefore are charged with what was amiſs. 


1 have already declared my opinion, that theſe an- 
gels were lingle perſons. And I think the way in 
which they are addreſt, is moſt exacdy agreeable to 
my notion of them, as the preſidents or chief presby- 
ters of thoſe churches. And tho' I ſhould not care 
to build my notion upon ſo myliical and dark a proof, 
if I had not ſome other more clear and plain; yet F 
cannot but eſteem this a conliderable confirmation of 8 
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hut are the advocates for epiſcopacy/ agreed about 
this proof? I think not. Dodwell could not 
Well reckon theſe angels proper e lince he dates 
epiſcopacy from the year 106, ſometime after the death _ 
of St. John. But Bp. Potter, 5 147, 148, ſays: There 
is one thing, which will 

«diſpute; namely, that the titles of angels and ſtars 

AE conſlantiy apply'd in this Book 7 
to ſingle men. — There is not one example, 
here cheſe, titles are given to any ſociety or num 
ber of men.” This evidence would be conſiderable 
| 19 555 it certain, and our adverſaries were agreed about 
But Mr. Joſeph Mede, who was epiſcopal enough, 
= well verſed in that Book, will not grant this, 
| Commenting upon Rev. ix. 14. F. 471. he tells us: 
1 hat by a a ach or en in this Bool, <7 
86 g 


put this matter beyond 


Revelation 


— 
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© gels are put for the ation, over which they were 
thought to preſide. This appears, becauſe theſe an- 
« gels which are ordered to be looſed, are preſently 
armies of horſemen.” Again Dr. Field, Of the Church, 
60 v. p.26. quotes a pallage from the treatiſe, De ſep- 
tem gradibus, put among Jerom' Works, tin. iv. p. 55, 


| Where the deacons are ſaid to be the ſeven angels of the 


ſeven churches. Nor Jo's he expreſs any diſlike of 
Hut the myſtical Mr. Dodwell is hardly any where 
more deep, than in treating of theſe angels. Ithall en- 
deavour to repreſent his notion as well as I can, it not 
being, ealy for a man, not accuſtom'd to bis profound 


= way of thinking, to take his meaning. He ſuppoſes 


then, Paran, p. 31. that the church of Jeruſalem had 


for a time ſome ſpecial perogatives above any other, 


aud uſed to ſend out itinerants to the churches. 


And 5. 40. thus he gives his judgment: © They were 4 


therefore perhaps the legates fr om 7 eruſalem, but 


4 ſybject to the apoliles. The lord 15 repreſented as 


preſent in the midit of them, under the ſymbol of 
< ſeven ſtars : juſt in the ſame manner as we ſee in the 


* 


W antient coins, the conſecrations of the emperours 


* are repreſented ſometimes while they were alive, 
_ © with crowns having ſeven rays, darting out from 


„ them; ſometimes after they were dead, with juſt _ 


the ſame number of ſtars. Thus the author of the 
KRevelatien has repreſented the conſecration | &x$%o- 
et ou | of our lord, according to the uſage of the 
Roman emperours. So that the apocalyptical angels 
„ anſwer to the ſever eyes of the lord, or ſpirits, that 
& run to and fro through the whole earth, Zech. iv. 10. 


ce In both places there are ſeven candleſticks; ſo that 
d it can hardly be doubted, that, as he has taken other 
things from Daniel, he has here taken theſe from 


© this place of Zechariah. So that theſe prefects of the 


© churches, came not from among them, but were 


c itinerants ſent from Jeruſalem. For our lord 
e preach'd no where elſe but there, nor. was his con- 
d {ecration therefore after his death to be repreſented _ 
c apy where elle, but in the place where he hed tub 


one in a church; 


(1051 


* fer'd death. * Wherefore, tho” this be an argument 
_ which they agree in more than any other; yet that a- 


: greement we ſee 15 not perfect. 


ment. 


And as they difler ſo much in the proofs they pre - 


tend to bring from ſcripture; ſo they do, as it my 


be well ſuppoſed, in the anſwers they give to thoſe _ 

8 thence. Thus when we argue from 

ſome particular texts, there were more biſhops than 
tis very plealant to ſee, how ſome 
With great aſſurance tell us, they were proper biſnops, 
but were not all in the ſame church; and others with 
no leſs. aſſurance aſlert, they were all in one church, 
but were not proper biſhops. And where is the 
conſcience of mens requiring us, under pain of dam- 
nation, to ſubmit to ſuch a ſcheme, which they can 


we bring 


2 


make nothing of themſelves? _ 


ww * . FF WY 


rant ergo etiam ipſi fortaſſe Hieroſolymitanorum legati, fed apoſto- | 
lis ipſis obnoxii. Dominus certe eorum medio præſens ſub ſeptemaſtrorum 


ſymbolo repræſentatur. Ad eundem plane modum, quo etiam in nummis 
 imperatorum conſecrationes repræſentari videmus, nunc vivorum coronis 


ſeptem radiis infignitis, nempe radiatis; nunc mortuorum, etiam ſtellis 
codem numero ſeptenis. Proinde drodwo domini pro Romancrum 
ptincipum conſuetudine repræſentavit apocaly ptes. Ut proinde oculis 
domini, ſeptenis ſpiritibus, reſponderint angeli apocalyptici, qui diſcurrebant 
Fer univerſam terram, Zach. iv. 10. Utrobiq; ſunt ſeprena etiam candelabra, 
ut dubitari vix poſſit, quin, ut ex Daniele alia, ita ex hoc ipſo Zachariæ lo- 
co ſaltem hac acceperit apocalyptes. Sic fuerint etiam hi eccleharum præ- 


fecti non e loco oriundi, ſed miſh Hieroſolymis itinerari, Nam non alibi 


prædicaverat ipſe dominus, nec alibi ptoinde ejus poſt mortem apotheo- | 


fis repræſentanda erat, quam quo loco mortem fuerat perpeſſus, 


* 


8 * 


8.) Ancther plea is taken from 1 John il. 12, 13, 
14. This is urged by biſhop Barnet, in the preface to 
his Hiſtory of the rights 1 p. 17. and he argues 
that the fathers are the biſhops, and the young men the 
presbyters. But the quite different expolitions of that 
text given by Dr. Whitby contradict that argu- 
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I dont here meddle with the difference there is among 
them, about the antient writings they argue from; tho? 
T have oblerv'd they can no more agree about the beſt 
of them, I mean the excellent Letter of St. Clement, than 
they can about St. Paul. But this Iwill not now purſue: 
I mention it only as a hint for any one, who will take 
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the pains to collect their different fancies, which would 
be a piece of good ſervice. © eee 
l hope have ſatisfied my examiner of the honeſtly _ 
of my conduct in what 1 faid. If the charge nge 
brought againſt me, was owing to his ignorance of ß 
the writers of his own ſide, *tis certainly the more e 
cuſable. Only let me adviſe him as a friend, to con- 
ider the controverſy more careſully, for the future, 
before he talks ſo contidently of it, and pretends to 
dictate ſo haughtily to his neighbours. © 


I willnow, for brevity ſake, wave all our author 
ſays concerning his arguments and mine. I think 1 
have fully proved the ſcheme I go upon; and an- 
ſwer d hat he alleges to the contrary ; and ſhew'd 
how conſiſtent every thing in the ſcripture is with the 
firſt form of government, Chriſt appointed in his 
JJ ã ðͤ dd nd 
And whereas he cites againſt me Monſ. le Clercs 
judgment, p. 60. I might anſwer, I have not that _ 
edition of Grotius he ſpeaks of; but I ſhall rather |] 
tell him, that there are other things wherein his | 
judgment will not ſatisfy us. Nor do I wonder that 
ſome ſort of epiſcopacy ſhould be commended by others, | 
tit being what always plead for myſelf. Epiſcopacy in 
general was not the cauſe of the ſad breach made in 1662. _ 
but ſuch an epiſcopacy as ours is here in England we 
all diſlike; and fo, 1 doubt not, will all impartial 
judges abroad, who know what it is, which *tis not 

very eaſy for a foreigner to do. Mr. Je Clerc peg- 
| haps may underſtand” this as well as moſt. But . 

Tremember Dr. Cave diflikes even the preference he 

gives the epiſcopal form of government to the preſ- 
2 byterian, becauſe of his thus qualifying his expreſ- 
ens „i modo intra limites evangelicos contineatur: i. e. 

provided it be kept within goſpel bounds.” And 
when Mr. /e Clerc would purge himſelf of any ſiniſter 
deſigns in his commending the clergy, the Dr. cau- 
tions his reader, not to believe him; and fays ſame 

ſadly belies him, if he has not courted our biſnops 
for a dipnity in the church. Vide Cauei Epiſtolam 
apolugeticam b. 111, 112, 113. And indeed his not 
Ry . 


J 
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being of the church of England will not be a certain 
evidence of his impartiality in this cauſe; fince by 
Mr Lock's poſthumous Letters it appears, an attempt was 
made to procure him ſome prefer;nenc here. But ſup- 
| poſe him ever ſo impartial, as he may be: have not 
others, as little partial in our favour, given a contrary 
judgment? I might allege archbiſhop U#ey as an in- 


| ſtance, whoſe ſcheme would very little diſpleaſe 
TTC 


Hie comes p. 61. to conſider, H/hether the regard theß 
pay to uncanonical antiquity, will confiſt with the graud 
proteſtant pinuciple of the ſufficiency and pes ſection of ca- _ 
nonical ſcripture. And here he grants, The true pro- 


 teſtant principle is, that the ſcripture is a perfect and ſuſ- 


Feciemt rule of faith and manners; as that figniſies a rule 
which contains all thoſe truths, which are abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary to be expreſly believed; and all thoſe laus whith 
ate abſolutely neceſſary to be expreſly obeyed, in order to 
| ſalvation by the goſpel covenant. And yet he tells us in 
the next ſentence, There may be many truths not con» 
tain d in ſcripture, which we are bound expreſly to believe, 
on condition of their being Puffcienth propo'd tous. And 
5 may be a caſe wherein we 
may need information, which the 17 r nt 
yy efuſe or neglelt 
ſuch information, and much more to abt hgainſt the light © 


P. 63. he ſuppoſes there 
reach: and ſays, that wiljnlly to 


_ of it, ig, doubtleſs, a damning fin. 


No this to me is no other than 2 contradiction. For, 
jf the ſcripture is a perfect rule of all T muſt expreſly be- 
lieve, as neceſſary to ſalvation; then there can be no truth 
the expreſs belief of which is neceſſary to ſalvation, 
or the not believing which is damning; except it be 
contain'd in the ſeripture. And to fuppoſe it ſuffiei- 
ently propos'd, will not help the matter; for it cannot 
be la ce propos'd, but from the ſeripture; that 
is, it can no otherwiſe be proved to be revealed as 
the mind and will of God. And he is miſtaken _ 
in thinking we cannot know who the particular perſous 
are,” whom we are to obey, by con ſulting the ſcripture 
_ ouly. For there is no other rule than the ſcripture, by 


_ which we are to judge of mens pretences in this caſe, 


* „ „ 


Ec it, well may they 


6 believe and hope) impartial ſear 


But tis needleſs to argue againſt men, when they talk 
. /² mm ð ͤ ß on dar. 

| I ſhall therefore commend this paſſage of Mr. Chil-. 

linguorth to him: Chap. vi. ſect. 56, © The BIBLE, 


« 1 fay, the BIBLE only, is the religion of prote- 


e ſtants. Whatſoever elſe they believe beſide it, and 
« the plain, irrefraga je, indubitable conſequences of 
a old it as matter of opinion; 
4 but as matter of faith and religion, neither can they, 
cc with coherence to their own: grounds, believe it 
ce themſelves, nor require the belief of it of others, 
c without the moſt high and in ſt Teen : 
* tion. I, for my part, after a long, and (as I verily _ 
ch of the true way 


2 to eternal happineſs, do profeſs plainly, that I can- 


2 5 . not find any reſt for the ſole of my foot, but upon 5 
S this rock only. I ſee. plainly, and with my o-. n 


c eyes, that there are popes againſt popes, councils a- 
c | g 
5 


© gainſt councils, ſome fathers. againſt others, a pg 
5 c e againſt themſelves, a conſent of fathers o one 


Ange againſt a conſent of fathers of another age, the 
F church of one age ag inſt the church of another age. 
„ In other. things” [which are not in the 


ſcripture] I will take no man's liberty of judgment 
jt 8 wk him; neither ſhall any man take mine from 
© me. I will think no man the worſe man, nor the 

c worle. chriſtian ; I will love no man the leſs, for 

cc diftering in opinion from me. And what meaſure 
I mete to others, I expect from them again. I am 


fully aſſured that God do's not, and therefore that 


men ought not, to require any more of any man 

c than this: To believe the ſcripture to be God's 
& word, to endeavour to find out the true ſenſe of it, 

” 6: ad to linenccording ee oo hit - 
And if our author would ſee the reaſons, why I pay 
ſo little deference to fathers and councils, he may, if 
be diſlikes Mr. Daile's excellent aas of The 
x uſe of the fathers, conſult a very learned and uſeful. 
iſſe 


rtation of Dr. Mpitby, publiſh'd not long fince, 


De S. ſcripturarum interpretatione, ſecundum patrum com- 


mentarios. And tho' I refer our author to the whole 


EY 


Er 
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| Book, yet 1 will. tranſlate one paſſage. in the ber” 


gining of the incomparable preface. I dont think, 
< ſays he, I can, do any thing more agreeable to God 


CC 
cc 


Ke 


a 15 »C 


cc 


cc 
cc 


. 


N 
8 ec 
: cc 
. 
cc 
1 
cc 
cc 


ce 


8 


cc 


"= 


OT 


our father, to our ſaviour, or to the doctrine of the 
_ chriſtian church, and the church of Exgland, the 
* molt famous part thereof; than to attribute the in- 

tire authority of making articles of faith to our hea- 


venly father, who alone has a right to give laws to 


e the conſcience; and to our ſaviour, who is the only 
c commander and maſter of the church. Which au 
e 


thority, to the worſt prejudice of the church and 


c our faith, has been aſcribed to fathers and council, 
not only by the church of Rome, but by thoſe 
ho boaſt that they are above all others the true 
„ ſons,nay the true Bihops of the church of England; 
and yet have either, with our Mr. Thorndike, openly 
' renounced the „ixth article, or underhand oppoſed _ 


do what I could to ſtop the progreſs of this evil, 


c which is dayly ſpreading, I have undertaken this L 
work; wherein. I dont produce all the interpre- 
tations of every fort which the fathers give, which. 


would require many volumes, but only give a ſpeci-. 


men; by which the judicious reader may learn, that 


the fathers are not ſufficient interpreters of ſcrip- 
Te 


cc 


ture, and that there is no cauſe to adjuſt the genuine 


ſenſe of ſcripture to their notions, or to pay ſo much 


deference to their ſentence, as to allow it to be de- 
ciſive in any opinion whatever, when reaſon itſelf 
do's not confirm it.” * And if our author and his 


„ 


Nec gratius aliquid vel Deo parri, vel ſalvatori noftra, LES 2A 
ecclefiz chriſtianæ, ejuſq rin 


; celeberrime parti, eccleſiæ Anglicana, facturum 


me eſſe exiſtimo; quam patri cœleſti, cui ſoli competit jus conſciemtiz. 
leges figendi, Chriſtoq; qui unicus eccleſiæ dux & magiſter eſt, integram 


illam condendi articuſos fidei i tribuend 
ecclefiz & fidei noſtræ detrimento, patribus & conciliis adſcripſit 
canrum eccleſia Romana, ſed ii, qui eccleſiæ An 


o. Quam, non nifi ſummo 


t don 


aeg yo : glicans pre ceteris ge- 
- Nuinos filios, immo antiſtites, ſe eſſe gtorianturz tamen articylo ſextg ſev 
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it, and utterly overthrown the oply foundation of the | 
reformation, by bringing in unwritten doctrines con- 4 
e cerning a proper prieſthood, prayers for the dead, | 
and ſeveral other things of the like nature, This 
I have long obſerved with grief, and that I might . 


8 ſeveral reaſons.” 


[,no.], 


friends think themes 2 match for the Dr. and leve- 
ral other valuable writers of his own ſide, who have late. 
If ypleaded the fame cauſe, they may try their ſtrength. 
"He fays, p. 64; What 1/hull fupthey obſerve is; That 
whe the e "ant pi proper proof on bur 1 de far leſs 
+ cogent than it ix; 77 mere presbjters ought not (except, 
at leaſt, in ca ee EY: ſity) tr preſume” to 
ordain, without clear an certaiid prov, n their fide; for. 
__* "Theſe reaſons. 1 am not at all done d in; . 
cauſe the proof on our ſide is, 4s I have ſhew'd; as, 
clear and certain as can be delired; and the proof o on 


their ſide none at all; and therefore our ordaining is no 


; preſumption. But if apparent = re were allow'd 

as a ſufficient reafon; we are fully -fatisfied when * 
kingdom of this world is fet up, inttead of the wing: "x 

| dom of Chriſt, the neceſſity | is apparent enough.” | 


3 COME now to his third Chapter, which tels 
5 kis Remorks on ſonte ſcatter A. pa aſter in my Sermon. 


And in going over theſe, I {hall fo far deſpiſe his little 


. reflect ctions AS not to ta ke notice of many of them. 
The Gr 


a I = to the authority of fpiritual fülers. 


he firſt of which is, P. na of my Sermon; where” 
QT Ry: « 'Whoever keeps not to the {cripture as his 
T- 8 Ry and makes more neceſſa ary than Chriſt has done, 
2: 2 or readieſt courſe to break the peace of the D 
urc ; | 
"Fe ſays, f þ.68. I am ouch in 1570 wrong 15 7 le Bete : 


: byt to condemn, ei ther, 1. All fuch ſpiritu 
brat them to mak e Mg or Cl A OR to religions 77 


x? 121 5 „ 37. 26 CTC 7 „ i 
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1 Wea ecclefis aut pm cum Theyndicio noſtrate renuntiant, aut do- i 
5 ys, dyęa eue introducendo, de ſacerdotio proprie fic dicto, de preci- 
bus pro mortuis celebrandis, atq; aliis ejuſdem generis permultis, ei- 
dem clanculum adverſantur, & reformatæ eccleſiæ unicum — rs ol 
20 8 evellunt. Hæc diu mæſtuſq; conſpexi, utq; ſerpenti malo, 
| vas vires inidies' æcquirenti, pro modulo noftro occurram, hoc opus 
E in wi fuſcepi ʒ noh integram interpretationum cujuſcunq; farraginem, 
| patres exhibent, in medium adducendo, id enim volumina — - 
| exigeret,” ſed ut ſpecimen exhiberem, ex quo. ediſcat judicio pollens 
lecker, non eſſe patres idoneos ſanctæ ſcripturæ interpreres, fruftraq; 
at eoriin. placita 5 ſcripmrarum ſenſum adftringi, aut 11s in ſen. 
| Gun, rr RN rogue non e der 
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fort of paſſages he 7 770 are ſuch 23 . 3 


rulers, as take 


K 


hip or diſcipline, and therein to command ſuch things as 


Adee antecedently ingierent for the ſake of order, decen- 


cy, and edification. I certainly deſign'd to condemn all 


thoſe who appoint any fuch things which they think 


indifferent, and which need not be determin'd one way 
or other, in order to the execution of any divine com- 
mand. Such circumſtances as time and place muſt be de- 


termin'd, becauſe there can be no joining in worſhip 


- without them; but other circumſtances, which I ſup- 
poſe our author refers to, they have no power to com- 


mand; and the commanding them, ſuppoſing the law- 


fulneſs of them queſtion*d by others, muſt beget ſtrife. 
And I likewiſe condemn, 2. Al ſach as teach the pay 5 


of obedience to De rulers 3 regards: becauſe 
they maintain ſuch a power, as 
JJ 


* + 


I be next paſſage he quotes, he agrees with me in; 

but approves not of the ſcornful jeer in it, of miniſters 
doing the people the honour of laying burdens upon them; 

| which, he rightly gueſſes, was certainly dejign'd to affett 
ſome body. And if he would know who; it was Mr. 


Leſly, who treats the people as ſlaves and beaſts. _ 


"The buſineſs of the power of church rulers he maß 


find ſtated, and his objections anſwer'd, in my Letters a- 


gainſt Dr. Mells I care not to tranſcribe. I grant the 
meaning he gives of my words, p. 69. We are to do no- 
_ thing at all purely in obedience to ſpiritual rulers. And 


how is this a contradiction to 1 8 5 or a doctrine 
„ riſtians ought to obey | 

them that have the rule over them, ſo long as they rule 
only by the laws of Chriſt? Nor will my allowing ſpi- 


_ confuſion + when I aſſert, that C 


ritual rulers on earth, any way oblige me to allow them 


authority to command ſuch things, as I ſuppoſe he means 
buy thoſe he calls indifferent, p. 71. They are ſubordi- 
nate rulers, and have no legiſlative power; as our ju- 
tices of the peace are rulers, but have no power to 
make laws, but muſt act by the laws of the land. _ 
I faid; © The apoſtles claim'd no ſuch power,” viz. 
o e Minors ſeveral _ 
texts to ſhew they did. But were theſe rules the apo- 
ſtles give in theſe particular texts written by inſpirati- 
on, or not? If they were, how can the apoſtles be un- 
„ N derſtood 


to enact any laws of their own. He 


rr um 73; 


0d has not lodg'd in 


————  — 7 — _ 


— 


derſloed therein to enact any laws of their own? 


And tis ſtrange that he ſhould ſay, that the text 7 


ſubjoin, 2 Cor. i. 24. Not that we have dominion over 


* 


your faith, makes nothing at all towards the proof of ſuch 


an aſſertion. It relates only to matters of faith, and to 


the diſproving ſuch an authority therein, as their church | 
does nit pretend to. I wonder our author ſhould not 


take notice, that in my comment upon the text, I have 


the words of the xxth article. Why did he not ſhew, 


the church do's not therein pretend to ſuch an autho- 
rity, as the apoſtle diſclaims? Or, that ſhe do's not pre- 


tend to it, in requiring ſuch ſubſcriptions as thoſe are, 


which at preſent ſhe inſiſts upon? 


We laugh at men, who pretend the church is for j“ 


ing no outward compulſion, p. 72. And 'tis a ſign of 


his groſs ignorance, if he do's not know the contrary 
is fact, in the writs De excommunicato capiendo, c. 


1 come now to the other ſort of paſſages, relating to 


the intereſt of the people in the choice of their paſtors. 
I laid in my Sermon, p. 28. I am abſolutely a- 


F gainſt minillers lording it over God's heritage, and 


< their impoling a particular miniſter upon a people 


without their approbation. And ſince the extra- 
| > ordinary gift of diſcerning ſpirits is ceaſed in the 1 


F ſonable people ſhould be depriv'd of their liberty of 


church, and none can now pretend to act by an im- 
_ © mediate revelation in this matter, I think it unrea- 


< refuſing any perſon propos d to them. This they 


F always had in the antient and purer times of the 


church, as every one muſt acknowledge, who knows | 


any thing of church hiſtory. 


act in the 1 times, for ſeveral ages enjoy this liber- 


Here he grants the people did generally ſoon after, but 


ty, with relation eſpecially to the bijhops to be placed over 


a 


them. That they had it in the apo files times was not 


ſuggeſted by me, but the contrary,as is evident by what! 


fay about diſcerning ſpirits. And what reaſon had he to 
doubt of their injoying it univerſally, as well as gene- 
rally? Or why do's he think it was eſpecially in the 


caſe of biſhops, and not of presbyters ? Did he never 


hear of what Cornelius was forced to do, when he or- 


dain d Nwatian a presbyter? Let him read what Eu- 


lebius 


e — Lo 0. 
ſebius relates of this matter, E. H. 1ib: vi. c. 43. with 
Valefins's notes upon it. Or if his skill in antiquity 


will help him, let him produce the evidence that 


makes him doubt of what i ſay. And for ought i ſee, 


if antiquity may be judge, there is much better rea- 
Jon for the divine, unalterable right of the people, 


than for epiſcopacy. We have a more antient telti- 


mony for it, than they have for epiſcopacy, I mean 
that of St. Clements Epiſtle: and I think the teſti- 
monies are general for it too. But is there not rea- 
| fon for it from the ſcripture ? Can there be a more no- 


_ torious lording it over God's heritage, or a more fla- 


grant exerciſing the lordſhip and dominion of the Gen- 
tiles over them, than this: the [taking down the people 
under the rule of a particular governour ſent among 
them, requiring them to maintain him whatever his 


qualities are, and whether they are willing, or not? 


And if the people ſhould be ſuppos'd not to have a 
_ ſcripture right, I am very ſure the patrons have none. 
For my part, I know no reaſon for allowing the people's 
right in the ages preſently after the apoſtles, that will 

not hold now. And to talk of the people having given 

uß this right is idle; if they ever had it, they had no 


power to part with it. 


_ clergy and people, in chooſing their biſhops, repreſented 


as invariable by the antients, as epiſcopacy it ſelf? And 
how do you obſerve your own rule? If the thing be 


diſputable, why don't you have recourſe to the dire- 


C.tion of the antients? Our author has a better reaſon, 
Which he will tell us by and by. I believe him when 


he fays : Nor do we think it any diſcredit to differ there 
J))... © 


I, faid in my Sermon: © They who boaſt ſo muck of 
their conformity to the primitive church, will not ea- 

L ſily find any thing therein of the rights of patronage.” 

Nle ſays: The anſwer is not difficult. Doubtleſs tis 
not. There are ſome caſes wherein men will ſoon find, 
or make, {ome ſorry anſwer or other. For, fays he, 
ve do not pretend a conformity to the primitive church, in 

All things of a variable nature. But how came you by 
this infallibility, in diſcerning what things are of a varia- 
ble nature, and what are not? Is not the right of the 


f 114 Þ 
from in. ſuch things, when difference of circumſtances ſo 
perſuades. I eahly underſtand what circumſtances he 
means, they are doubtleſs very comfortable ones. He 
may extol his church how he will; for my part, ſa- 
ving the name of epiſcopacy, I. know of very little 
wherein ſhe is more conformable to the primitive mo- 
del than other churches. I am ſure in her ſpiritual 
_ courts, and all her diſcipline, ſhe is far leſs fo.  _ 
Ils added: This | right of patronage | © is founded 
d upon acts of parliament, an agreeable rule enough 
for a parliamentary church: but has not the leaſt 
© countenance from the holy ſcriptures. ” e 


He anſwers, p. 74. Now we own it to be an human in- 


ſtitution, we do not pretend it hath any dirett foundation 


in ſcripture. I would query, whether that word, di- 
rect, has here any ſignification? Or whether the right 
of patronage has any foundation at all there? And if it 


| has, what it is? Aud we heartily with (I am confident 1 
ſpeak the general ſenſe of the clergy) it were, in Jome re- 


| Jpetts, better regulated aming us. And fo they had need, 
for the buying and ſelling advowſons is certainly a ſcan- 
dalous thing. And let the patron preſent whom he will, 


the poor people mult be greatly at a loſs for a remedy. 
But now if there is ſomewhat amiſs in the regulation of 


it, how can our author add what follows? But we are 
perſuaded, our church, in admitting it in ſuch manner as 
be doth, tranſereſſeth not any rule of ſcripture. If then 
there be no tranſgreſſion, there needs no better regula- 
tion. Let him then for once ſpeak out, and tell us, 


that the buying and ſelling ſpiritual promotions is no 


tranſgreſſion of any rule of ſcripture: that the diffe- 


rence of circumſtances has made that, which was an- 
tiently a moſt ſcandalous thing, to become now per-. 
feectly innocent and harmleſs. Let him tell us, that he 


thinks it no way againſt the mind of Chriſt, that a 
drunken, profane deilt, ſhould have the nomination of 
the miniſter of a chriſtian congregation; and that the 


poor people ſhould be bound to acquieſce in ſuch an _ 
one, and commit themſelves to his care, whether they 


apprehend him fit ſor the truſt, or not. I deſire our au- 
thor would fpeak out roundly in the cafe, without ſuch 
er GR En Be Swe mincing 


n 
mincing, as he uſes in this and other matters many times 
But let us hear his reaſon: The rather, becauſe ſhe duth it, 


partly out of a guſt deference to the civil authority, and 
partly out of gratitude to the ſame, for the protection and 


encouragement ſhe receives therefrom ; as alſo in acknows- 


ledgment of the pious munificence and hiberality of our prin- 

ces, and other founders aud endowers of churches. And 
are theſe conſiderations valuable enough, in our adver- 
ſaries eſteem, to have the rights of the people ſacrificed 


for them? Sure this favours a little too much of that 


ſuppoſition, which the apoltle ſeems not very highly 
to approve, that gain is godlineſs, 1 Tim. vi. 5. Hap- 

py would it have been for chriſtianity, had princes and 
| founders rather {pared their liberality, than expected 


* 


ſuch a recompence in lieu of it. 


But he thinks, I /hould be aſh 


whereby i plainly infiauate, that theirs is a parliamentary | 
church, aud that in ſuch a ſenſe, as to render atis of pa- 
liament a rule agreeable enough for her. I own the inſi- 
nmuation, and wonder any man ſhould quarrel with me 
for it. The church of Exgland is parliamentary in the 
conſtitution, and every feature of it. By what right 


elſe could a national church be form d? or, how could 


ſuch a church be of evangelical original, as he aſter- 

wards pretends, when there is no hint of a national 

church in the goſpel 2 What belides an act of parlia- 
ment conſtitutes the head of it, and makes all autho- _ 

rity of ſpiritual juriſdiction be derived from him? What 

_ elſe warrants the biſhops to keep their courts, or exer- 


diſe any of their diſcipline? Or what other warrant 
have deans, archdeacons, chancellours, officials, and 


commillaries for the juriſdiction they exerciſe? What o- 
ther ground is there for the conſtitution of the very _ 
cConvocation it ſelf? Or by what other title do mini- 
ſters hold their ſpiritual promotions? Whence are their 

- canons, their articles, c. of any force, but from acts 

of parliament? If theſe are not their rule, why do 

they follow. them in the molt ſacred parts of their of- 


fice, in giving the lord's ſupper, as a ſtate- teſt, to men 


whom they are ahamed of, but dare not refuſe? 
biſhops, for refuſing. 
"So es ordi- 


What other pretence have their 


\amed of that paſſage, 
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ordination upon ſcriptural terms? Or by what other 
rule can laymen proceed againſt biſhops? Does not our 
author himſelf juſt before, p. 73, tell us: That tis 
not in the power o their ſpiritual rulers to reſtore the, 
People to that liberty, which themſelves have given up, 
and by repeated atts of their repreſentatives in 
Parliament confirmd : by whom, when they ſhall think 
themſelves hereby aggrievd, it will be proper for 
item to move for redreſs * And is it the parliament that 


hinders the people having this liberty, and the bi- 


ſhops from reſtoring it? Muſt the people move that 


Way, if ever they would regain it? Is not this then 
2 parliamentary church? What elſe but this hinders. 
the better regulation of patronages, which our au- 
thor is cofident the clergy generally and heartily wiſh 2 
What but acts! of parliament obſtruct an alteration of 
what our author ſpeaks of, as approved by none of 


them, but as a leſs evil, and not by many as ſuch ; and _ 


that is the extent of the biſhop of London's dioceſe, 1 
24 By what other authority are the bounds of dio- 


| ceſes and pariſhes hxed ? Or why elſe muſt there be an 
A4 aft of parliament to divide, or unite pariſhes? 
I will not follow our author in his wild chace, about 


as well have blamed us for chiming in with them, in 


== holding that three and two make tive. And his pitiful 


reflection has been anſwer'd over and over. And as to 
What he ſays, he has been credibly inform'd of, the 


nation knows better than bis informers. But if he has 
| not heard of it already, and will give himſelf the trou- 


ble to inquire, I dare ſay he may ſoon be credibly in- 


| form'd of ſome of his own dear brethren, who join'd _ 


in with a popiſh pretender againſt a preteſtant king, 


Which all the world thought was not much deſign'd in 


favour of the proteſtant religion. There is nothing 


more deſpicable than theſe little inſinuations againſt tage 


the diſſenters, as chiming in with papiſts ; when the 
men of their own fide, have ſo long made a trade of 

it, in the moſt open manner. Nor is the queſtion here, 

by what means the miſts of popiſh ionorance and errour 
were diſpell d; but what gives being and form to the 


church of England, as national, _ . 


l 
He ſays: The articles, liturgy, and canons of our church 
were the works not of parliament, but of convocation, i. e. 
een paſtors ſyuedically aſſembled; of ſuc, 1 jay, 

making the word of God (with a juſt, but ſubordinate, re- 
gard to the practice of the primitive church) their rule. 

But let who will draw them up, they are not the arti- 
dles, &c. of the national church, till the parliament gives 
them their fanction. Belides our Eugliſb convocations 
themſelves owe their being to the ſtate. I will not 
here meddle with the rule they went by. He that 
would fee what it was, may find it in the firſt part off 
my Findicaticn againſt Dr. Nichols. © . 
I grant other proteitant churches have procur'd legal 
eſtabliſbents, where they could: nor do 1 tee, how there 
can be a national chriſtian church, that ſhould not be 
formed by. the civil ſtate. But tho' this may bring 
Wealth to churchmen; yet, I muſt own, it do's not 
| ſeem to me any advantage to the purity of religion. If 


the ſtate left men more at liberty, to act according to 


their own underſtanding of the {ſcripture rule, there 
Would be more conformity to it: and if churches were * 
leſs endow'd; the church would be leſs crowded in- | 
to by worthleſs creatures, for the lake of thoſe advan- 
tagen e , Oh vey. = 


Our author is pleaſed to ſay, p. 76. Such reflections fa- 
_ wour of envious rancour. But that I deny: they are ex- 
__ actly true, and proceed from a deſire of having ſuch 
things amended, as are amiſs. And as I am not ſenſible 
1 need forgiveneſs, fo I do not much trouble my ſelf, if 
any take them not in good part, and reckon 1 am become 
their enemy, becauſe I tell them the truth. But to pro- 
=o d Ln ye 
Ms can hardly believe, that they, zuho indulge their reſent- 
ments fo far againſt our church, are willing to live peace- 
ably under a toleration, or to be content with any thing 
leſs than the overthrow of our happy eſtabliſhment. And 
why thould it be any ſign, that we are not willing to 
live peaceably under a toleration, that we treat the 
church after the fame manner, as acts of parliament ule 
to do? Can it be any oſtence to the ſtate, that we ſay 
the ſame power that gives us a toleration, has given 
„„ | „ | 35 | „ur 
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dur adverſaries an eſtabliſhment, and has ſolely made 
them what 1. are, a national church? And what 
zs it we deſire, but the full injoyment of the rights of 


all good ſubjects? Wherein do we appear unpeaceable? 


Our only crime is that we ſpeak for our ſelves, when? 
we are repreſented as che molt unreaſonable and uncon- 
ſcionable wretches; when our churches, our miniſtry, 


and ſacraments are null'd, our perſons are inſulted, ur 


houſes plunder'd, and our temples ſacrilegiouſly rifled. 
Our honelty, and our zeal, for the happy ſettlement of 
the crown, and our chriſtian patience in bearing the 
mighty wrath and vengeance of king GEORGE'S, 
the nation's, and our enemies, are the wonderful pro- 
vocations we have offer d. And let our author con- 
ſider with himſelf, whether, if my ſpeaking as I do of 


their church, is an argument of my delire of the over= _ 


_ throw of their eſtabliſhment ; his own and his party's _ 
| ſpeaking as they do of our churches, is not equally an 
argument of their deſire of the overthrow of them, 
and of repealing the toleration, which as yet they care 


| : not publicly to own. He adds: 


And therefore, however moderate (or equal) we are, 
er ſhould be, in our temper ; if we have any true zeal _ 
Jor our eccleſiaſtical conſtitution, we cannot but be water 
| ful againſt ſuch immodef ate adverſaries of it, and appear 
with vigour againſt all their attempts to leſſen its ſecuri- 
1. I bear our author record, he has a zeal for their 


_ conſtitution, and appears with vigour enough; it will 
do no harm, if next time he tempers it with a little 
more judgment. And however plauſible an air he aft- . 

| fects, he can't. help diſcovering the rancour within. 


Every one ſees what he means in this patlage : That he 
is ablolutely againſt the diſſenters being eaſed of any 
hardſhips they lie under, even thoſe laid upon them 
for the ſake of their adherence to the intereſt of the 
proteſtant ſucceſſion. I pray God, I may never be of 


__a{thurch whoſe ſecurity lies in ſuch things, wherein 


think he places the ſecurity of the eccleſiaſtical conſti- 
tution. I abhor the thoughts of perſecuting any man 
in the world, merely for his religion, when it do's no 
{ Hurt to the civil ſtate. And tho' I diſlike many things 


5 1 1 
in the church of England ; yet were it put to my 
choice, I would not have any man urged to quit them, 


by any temporal puniſhments whatſoever. He that 
__ do's otherwiſe, ſhews in my judgment little regard to 
the golden rule, of doing to others as he would have 


them do to him. And there is nothing I ſo much ab- 


hor in his party, as the perſecuting principles and tem- 


per of many of them. 


I [peak not this with any wiſh 70 * ae of thoſe 5 


penal laws, which My. P. jeems to have had in his eye, 


when he ſays, p. 46. That tis unreaſonable, unchriſ- 
tian, and barbarous to contine men by temporal pe- 
s nalties to any particular miniſter.“ That he had ao 
willh to the revival of theſe laws, is what his diſcourle 


will hardly fufter me to believe, he ſays ſo much in 


the reſt of this concluding paragraph. = 


favour and defence of them. Let the reader obſer ve. 


Neither can bear, without jome indignation, to have 

them ſtigmatized by diſſenters as unreaſonablegunchriſtian, * 
and barbarons ; both becauſe that is a rude, deep, and un- 

_ juſtifiable reflection on former proteſtaut princes and par- 

ſliaments. When this author's indignation is a little o- 

Ver, he will pleaſe to conſider, whether it be not a hard 

cle, that thoſe who have ſufler'd by perſecution, may 

not ſpeak of it in ſuch terms, as properly belong to it, 

for fear of reflecting upon their perſecutors, and that 


when they are dead too. He will excuſe my conduct 


upon a conviction of its being one of the worſt, if not 


the very worſt, of all wickedneſs, that cannot be too 
much expoſed and hated. Is it not unreaſonable, is it 


not barbarous, to force men to act againſt their con- 


ſciences, which God has deſign'd ſhould be their im- 
mediate guides? Where's the reaſonableneſs or huma- 
nity of puniſhing men, for not doing what they 
judge prejudicial to their eternal intereſts; or for taking 
that care, they think they are oblig'd to, for their 
ſouls? Why may I not call that unchriſtian, which 
has not the leaſt foundation in the New Teſtament, 
nay which is fet out, as one of the chief characters of 
f fd Ol 2. 2 
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antichriſt? And what our author mentions, that theſe 
= perſecutors were proteſtants, is ſo far from leſſening that 


tts a further aggravation of the wickedneſs. He adds: 

And becauſe it depreciates the favour of the preſent in- 
Aulgence, repreſenting it as no better than only forbearing 
what it were unreaſonable, unchriſtian, and barbarons 
to do; and ſo meriting little or no return of reſpeci and 
thanks, If there be any force in this, *twill fall hard 
upon the antient apologiſts, who did not forbear to 
expoſe the wickedneſs of perſecution. No doubt, the 


liberty of worſhiping God in the way which men 
think is according to his- will, without moleſtation, 
is an ineſtimable bleſſing; for which they are to be 


\ thankful not only to God, but to magilirates. But 


| if the matter be confider'd as to equity and juſtice, 5 
no more than what is every man's right. And to 
| ſpeak, as J do, | of perſecution, 15 no otherwile a de- 


preciating the favour of the preſent, or a much ful- 


ller indulgence; than the ſpeaking in the ſame man- 
ner of murder, or theft, is depreciating the favour of 
. Pee 8 
- » That thoſe laus did confine men to any particular 
miniſter, is not exactly true: But our author's denial of 
it is exactly falſe; thy it be no wonder that Mr. P. in his 


exaggerating way, ſhould give that turn of expreſſion to 


what was really enacted by them: Let this author en- 
auire of thoſe of his own ſide, who know a little more 
of the matter than I perceive he do's; whether there 
Was not a time, when men uſed to be put into court, 
for leaving their own pariſh church, when they went 
to the next? And I would fain know, whether that 
Was not a confining men to a particular miniſter. 
which in ſome circumſtances to enact, is neither unchriſ« 


tian, nor unreaſonable, much leſs barbarous. And they 


who have the legiſlature, are properly to judge when 

_ thoſe circumſtances happen. But why ſhould not our 
author have been fo civil to the legiſlature, as to tell 
them what thoſe circumſtances are, and ſay ſome- 
__ what to prove, what he muſt now be thought very 
impertinently to advance? I deny there can happen 
any ſuch circumſtances as he talks of, But who can 


doubt 


4 


doubt now of his ſincerity, when he tells us, he do's 
not wiſh for the revival of penal laws, ſince he neither 


ſays a word againſt them, nor can bear, without in- 
_ dignation, my {peaking againſt them, nay pleads for 
them ; and according to his gentle and merciful temper, 
puts the bloody {word into the magiſtrate's hand, that 
is, tells him he has a riglit to perſecute ? See how he 


go's on. 


The truth is, for perſonas living iu the ſame pariſh to 
have differeat paſtors, at their private diſcretici, is a 


diſorder, not to be tolerated. without ſpecial cauſe *: 
And muſt not then this author wiſh for the intire 


| repeal of the remains of the toleration act? Is not 
this what that act allows people living in the ſame _ 
' pariſh? What the ſpecial cauſe is he means he tells us 
not. And 1 ſuppoſe keeps it in petto, that he may 
hereafter ſhew it do's not concern the diſlenters. I 
dare fay, he did not at preſent deſign us any kind- 
nels by this expreſſion, or what follows : aud a bound- 
leſs liberty of that kind is ſcarce ever tolerable in a chriſ- 
_ tian nation. Has that word, ſcarce, any meaning in 
this place? Well, but why mutt we take his word 
for this? The rights of the church to inſiſt upon ſuch 
an implicite faith and blind obedience, need a little 
more to be ſaid in their behalf, in order to make them 
go down eaſily, or fit well upon our ſtomachs. I beg 
this author would hereafter be leſs upon the reſerve in _ 
his reaſons, for what he ſo dogmatically aſſerts. And 
has he not fairly complemented away our liberty for 


us, as a thing not tolerable? _ 8 
And hiw ſweet ſoever the name, how popular ſoever the 


' cauſe, of liberty is, an exceſs thereof is certainly as 


pernicious, as a deject : and they who court the people 
y doctrines of Iicentionſneſs and diſorder, are as great 
enemies to human ſociety, as they who court princes by 
_ doftrines of tyranuy and ſlavery. p. 77. An exceſs 
of that liberty he has been ſpeaking of, that is, 
of mens chooſing their own religion, never was, 


that I ever heard of, and I ſuppoſe, never will 


be in the chriſtian world. And this author would 


have done much better, if he had proved we are for 
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any liberty that is exceſſive, inſtead of ſo childiſhly 


taking it for granted. That ours is a doctrine of li- 


centiouſneſs and diſorder, we defy him to prove at his 
leiſure. But the natural conſequence of impoſing 


upon men in matters of religion, is animoſity, diſorder, 
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and confuſion. This creates a ſtruggle, when men 


of principle find their deareſt and moſt valuable liber- 
ty taken away; whereas when every one injoys his 


| liberty, they live neighbourly together, as we ſen 
they do in Holland. But when one party turn op- 
preſlors, they are earneſt to maintain their authority; 
and the opprefled are as earneſt to ſhake of the gal- 
ling yoke of their cruel oppreſſors. I am glad this 
author can allow, that they who court princes by 
doctrines of tyranny and flavery, are enemies to hu- _ 
man ſociety : a little inquiry will help him to diſcover 
{ ſome of his own party, who have done it both by 
canon, and decree. And he and I have lived to ſee _ 
| the day, wherein the ſame ſort of men have courted 
the people with doctrines of licentiouſneſs and diſor- 
der. And it has been the unhappineſs of the diſſen- 
ters, to ſmart ſeverely by both, at the hands of he 
T %% ] 


And thus I have gone over this author's performance, 
and he may by this time ſee how I have profited by it; 
Which however plauſible, has nothing really ſtrong 
and convincing in it. What I now deſire is, that 
if he, and his friends think fit to reply, they 
Will keep cloſe to the argument, and write fairly, and 
not multiply words about ſuch matters as ſignify no- 
thing to the controverſy. And if they pleaſe to do 
this, and can muſter up a reply that needs any anſwer, 
I promiſe-them one, if God preſerve my life and health. 
For tho" the controverſy is become diſagreeable to me, 
Who meet with nothing new advanced im it; yet if 


3 


What 1 have written be attack'd with any ſtrength, 1 


look upon my.ſelf bound in honour to defend, or re- 


tract it. The latter of theſe I dont apprehend I ſhall 
have any occalion for, from ſuch kind of examiners; © 
E andthe former, I hope, I ſhall hereafter be as read 
for, as they have found me now. Nor do I care how 
WEST: 3 5 "may 


a clearer light. 
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many more of his ſriends he can ingage to ſupply 
him with remarks; becauſe I ſhall patiently bear the 
fatigue of writing, if any thing is ſuggeſted concern- 
ing this controverſy, which ſhall yet need to be ſet in 


* 


I have only at preſent to add, that whereas in the 

- concluſion of the former Part of this Defence, J ac- 
quainted the reader, that, if God gave me life and 
health, what remained ſhould ſoon follow, this latter 
Part was accordingly ftinifhed, and ready for the preſs, 
the begining of Auguſt; but the printing of it was 
for ſome reaſons afterward defer'd for about two months, 
which occaſion'd its not appearing abroad ſooner. 
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